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ABSTRACT
The aim of this study was to approach unambiguous agreement be-
tween two sectors of higher education with reference to course objectives.
Utilizing a selection of accepted procedures related to the drafting and
refining of behavioral objectives, the researcher undertook a trial ex-
ercise in curriculum articulation which enabled him to draw tentative
conclusions about the efficacy of the process and to offer recommenda-
tions for further study of factors that impinge on the process.
Based on transfer enrollment trends, and given that there ex-
isted no clearly defined set of policies with respect to inter-institu-
tional transfer, the executive heads of higher education in Massachusetts
created the Transfer Review Council. The purpose of the Council is to
improve transfer articulation among the segments of public higher educa-
tion in Massachusetts. The Transfer Review Council determined that one
transfer aspect in need of improvement and further study is curriculum
articulation
.
v
The two sectors of public higher education from which faculties
were selected for the study are the community college and university.
The subjects selected for the study are the full-time members of the
Holyoke Community College and University of Massachusetts at Amherst
faculty in economics who instruct students in principles of macroecon-
omics courses.
The major findings of the study are the following: (1) the
willingness of community college faculty members to participate in the
process of drafting and refining behavioral objectives was extremely
limited; (2) the community college faculty members were willing to state
general course goals and to select behavioral objectives to be included
in the course curriculum, once the general course goals were operation-
alized into behavioral objectives; (3) the community college faculty was
able and willing to reach unambiguous agreement among themselves with
respect to a minimum set of behavioral objectives to be included in the
course curriculum; (4) the university faculty members were not willing
to state course goals or to draft behavioral objectives; (5) curriculum
articulation between the two faculties did not result; and (6) it did
not appear that under the conditions of this study university faculty
members would be willing to state in clearly defined terms what it is
that they expect students to know or be able to do at the termination
of a course, and, therefore, curriculum articulation in which faculty
members from different sectors of higher education reach unambiguous
agreement with reference to course objectives appears highly improbable.
vi
It is recommended that further study be conducted to determine
what influence the following factors may have upon the willingness of
community college and university faculty to participate in the process
of curriculum articulation: (1) the work load of faculty members; (2)
faculty perceptions of their roles as faculty members; (3) faculty per-
ceptions of what teaching is, or should be; (4) faculty perceptions of
the importance of external influences upon curriculum; and (5) the self
direction of the faculty relative to administration with respect to con
trol of and influence over given variables.
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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM
Statement of the Problem
The aim of this study has been to approach unambiguous agreement
between two sectors of higher education with reference to course objec-
tives. Utilizing a selection of accepted procedures related to the draft-
ing and refining of behavioral objectives, the researcher undertook a
trial exercise in curriculum articulation which enabled him to draw tenta-
tive conclusions about the efficacy of the process and to make recommenda-
tions for further study of factors that impinge on the process.
Sub-Problems
1. To establish rationales for and within the scope of stimuli
available to the researcher, develop a range of procedural al-
ternatives for utilizing behavioral objectives as a vehicle for
curriculum articulation.
2. To ascertain whether the stimuli at the researcher's disposal
will illicit a favorable response from community college faculty
to participate voluntarily in the process of curriculum articu
lation.
3. To ascertain whether the stimuli at the researcher’s
disposal
will illicit a favorable response from university faculty
to
participate voluntarily in the process of curriculum
articulation
24. To determine the extent to which the community college faculty
would voluntarily follow the proposed steps of the "Tyler Rationale"
in order to derive behavioral objectives.
5. To study whether community college faculty will voluntarily em-
ploy the "Hutchinson Model," "The Operationalization of Fuzzy
Concepts," within the "Tyler Rationale" as a means of operation-
alizing general objectives or goals into behavioral objectives in
a systematic manner.
6. To determine the extent to which university faculty will voluntar-
ily follow the proposed steps of the "Tyler Rationale" in order
to derive behavioral objectives.
7. To study whether university faculty will voluntarily employ the
"Hutchinson Model," "The Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts,"
within the "Tyler Rationale" as a means of operationalizing gen-
eral objectives or goals into behavioral objectives in a system-
atic manner.
8. To ascertain whether community college faculty members will volun-
tarily reach unambiguous agreement among themselves with reference
to a set of behavioral objectives for a particular course.
9. To ascertain whether university faculty will voluntarily reach
unambiguous agreement among themselves with reference to a set
of behavioral objectives for a particular course.
10.
To determine the willingness of community college faculty
to vol-
untarily prepare a descriptive document of the
agreed upon course
curriculum, and to submit the document to university
faculty for
critical evaluation and/or to provide information
to university
faculty
.
311. To determine the willingness of university faculty to voluntar-
ily prepare a descriptive document of the agreed upon course
curriculum, and to submit the document to community college fac-
ulty f°r critical evaluation and/or to provide information to
community college faculty.
12. To determine the willingness of university faculty to critically
evaluate the course curriculum submitted by community college
faculty.
13. To determine the willingness of community college faculty to
critically evaluate the course curriculum submitted by university
faculty.
1A. To determine the willingness of community college faculty to vol-
untarily modify the proposed curriculum based on feedback con-
tained in the critical evaluation by university faculty.
15. To determine the willingness of university faculty to voluntarily
modify the proposed curriculum based on feedback contained in the
critical evaluation by community college faculty.
16. To ascertain the willingness of community college and university
faculty to voluntarily meet for the purpose of attempting to
reach unambiguous agreement with reference to course objectives.
17. To determine the extent to which the community college and uni-
versity faculty are able to reach unambiguous agreement with
reference to course objectives.
Definition of Terms
An examination of the literature and publications pertinent to
the study reveals a multiplicity of definitions employed by experts
with
4reference of specific terms and concepts contained in this study. In
order to avoid ambiguity and to minimize the confusion which may other-
wise result, key terms and concepts employed in the study are defined
below.
Associate’s Degree — The associate's degree is awarded to graduates
of community colleges in Massachusetts upon the successful com-
pletion of the course requirements of a specific curriculum or
program of study. The associate's degree is awarded in art and
in science and must contain a minimum of sixty credit hours.
Behavioral Objective — A behavioral objective is an operationalized
statement of "what students ought to know, be able to do, prefer
or believe as a consequence of instruction."^ According to Hager,
a properly stated behavioral objective should include a descrip-
tion of the content through which behavior is sought, the name of
the behavior sought, a definition of the "important" conditions
under which the behavior is to occur, and a definition of crite-
2
rion of acceptable performance.
Commonwealth Transfer Compact — The Commonwealth Transfer Compact
is a policy recommendation for facilitating student mobility in
Massachusetts public higher education submitted to the segmental
^John I. Goodlad and Maurice N. Richter, Jr., The Development
of a Conceptual System for Dealing with Problems of Curriculum
and In-
struction, (Los Angeles: University of California, 1966), p. 34.
^Robert Mager, Preparing Instructiona l Objectives, (Palo
Alto: Fearon Publishers, 1962), p. 2.
5heads of public higher education in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts by the Transfer Review Council. 3
Compact — See Commonwealth Transfer Compact. See Appendix A.
Course Description — "A course description tells you something
about the content and procedures of a course."^
Curriculum In the context of the dissertation, the term curricu-
lum refers to the set of intended changes in learner behavior
in knowledge, in attitude, in belief, and in skill. 3
Curriculum Articulation — The process in which faculty members
state in clear and precise language the intended changes in
student behavior—in knowledge, in attitude, in belief, and in
skill, they expect to result as a consequence of instruction.
Defined Outcomes — "Defined outcomes are the specific ends toward
which all instruction is designed to lead. Each objective set
by the college meets three criteria. These are a task or action
to be performed by the student that will demonstrate his learn-
ing; a set of conditions under which the task will be performed;
„6
and the minimum acceptable performance level.
Massachusetts Transfer Review Council, Commonwealth Transfer
Compact, A Policy Recommendation prepared by the Massachusetts Trans-
fer Review Council, (Boston: Massachusetts Transfer Review Council,
1973).
4 .
Mager, op. cit . , p. 6.
^Arthur M. Cohen, Dateline *79: Heretieol Concepts for th e
Community College , (Beverly Hills: Glencoe Press, 1969), p. 76.
6
Ibid
.
,
p. 8.
6Economics — Economics is defined as "the social science concerned
with the problem of using or administering scarce resources
(the means of production) so as to attain the greatest or max-
imum fulfillment of society's unlimited wants (the goals of pro-
duction) . ^
Educational Ends — The terra educational ends is used in the study
to refer to intended changes in learner behavior which result
from instruction.
Education Means — The term education means is used in the study
to refer to any instructional mode or methodology, or to any
learning situation created, or to materials utilized by stu-
dents and faculty in an attempt to cause learning to take
place.
Fuzzy Concept — A fuzzy concept may be a word or statement which
cannotes different meanings to different individuals. Freedom,
love, understanding, and socialism are a few examples of words
which may be interpreted to mean different things by different
people. The student will gain an appreciation of the works of
Faulkner, the student will increase his understanding of the
causes of the "Great Depression," and the student will become
familiar with the tools of modern macroeconomics are examples
of fuzzy concepts presented in the form of non—behaviorally
stated course goals. "Fuzzy concepts can also be said to
^Campbell R. McConnell, Economics (5th ed. rev.), (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1972), p. 24.
7represent the dichotomy between instructional or behavioral ob-
8jectives and goals, or non-instructional objectives."
Goals — A goal is "an 'end' in non-behaviorally defined terms."9
"Goals are statements of the broad ranges of the students'
gained abilities or tendencies. The term indicates generally
what is to become of the student who attends the college."^
Grade Point Average (GPA) — The grade point average is a statistic
which is computed by multiplying the point value of each grade
earned by the number of semester hours of credit carried by the
course in which it was earned and then dividing the sum by the
product of the total number of hours of work attempted for which
a numerical grade was received.
Effective Grade Point Average — In the context of the study, the
term effective grade point average is intended to refer to the
actual GPA the receiving institution employs as a criterion
for transfer acceptance.
Hutchinson Instrument — The "Hutchinson Instrument refers to the
methodology presented by Hutchinson in "The Operationalization
of Fuzzy Concepts."^
^Thomas E. Hutchinson and Larry G. Benedict, The Operational-
ization of Fuzzy Concepts , (Amherst: University of Massachusetts,
1970), p. 4.
9
Ibid.
^Arthur M. Cohen, Objectives for College Courses, (Beverly
Hills: Glencoe Press, 1970), p. 6.
11Hutchinson and Benedict, The Operationalization of
Fuz z^
Concepts
,
(See Appendix B, p. )•
8Hutchinson Model See Hutchinson Instrument.
Hutchinson Technique — See Hutchinson Instrument.
Ins true tion Instruction is the deliberate sequencing of events
12
so that learning occurs."
Instructional Means — Instructional means refers to the method of
instruction and learning aids utilized to cause learning to
occur
.
Instructional Objective — In the literature, the terms "instruc-
tional objective" and "behavioral objective" are used inter-
changeably. See behavioral objective.
Inter-Institutional Transfer — The term inter-institutional trans-
^ %• r» ^ ft o ft •Vi ft « ft ft v* ft >-ft ft ft c> ft ft f f ronpf ov fvftm on o
X. W A. A. W-A. WX. *-> k.W uv> W V i. ^i. V_/ X. U WMXAW44 W b 1 Wi. A. WU1 WkkW
institution of higher learning to another and includes the
policies which govern the process.
Learning — "Learning is changed capacity for, or tendency toward
. ,
,,13
acting in particular ways.
Macroeconomics — Macroeconomics is defined as:
Modern economic analysis that is concerned with data in aggre-
gate as opposed to individual form. It concerns itself with
an overall view of economic life, considering the total size,
shape and functioning of economic experience rather than the
workings of individual parts. More, specifically, macroecon-
omics involves the analysis of the general price level rather
than the prices of individual commodities, national output or
income rather than the income of the individual firm, and
12
Cohen, op. cit .
,
p. 7.
13
Ibid.
9total
,
?
mP 1°yment rather than employment in an individual
firm. 1^
Native Student — The term native student is intended to denote
individuals who are enrolled within an institution and whose
course credits have been earned at the institution in which
they are enrolled. Although students may earn occasional
course credits at other collegiate institutions, and apply
such credits toward the baccalaureate degree, the student who
remains enrolled within a given institution will be considered
a native of that institution.
Open-Door Colleges — The terms "open-door" and "community" col-
leges are used interchangeably.
Open-Door Policy — The open-door policy refers to the relatively
flexible admissions standards which must be met by applicants
in order to be granted acceptance as a student in a community
college. In most community colleges, the applicant is required
to have earned a high school diploma, or its equivalent in or-
der to be accepted.
Operationalization Process — The term operationalization process
is used in the study to refer to the process in which a course
goal or "fuzzy concept" is defined in terms of behavioral ob-
jectives .
Operationalized Goal —— A goal which has been defined in terms of
behavioral objectives is an operationalized goal.
^Douglas Greenwald and Associates (ed.). The McGraw-Hill
Dictionary of Modern Economics , (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company,
1965), p. 308. The definition of "macroeconomics" is not
presented
in behavioral terras.
10
Receiving Institution Any college or university into which stu-
dents transfer is a receiving institution.
Reverse Transfer Reverse transfer is that process in which stu-
dents transfer from four-year colleges and universities to com-
munity colleges.
Sending Institution — The college from which a student transfer is
a sending institution.
Senior Institution Any four-year college or university which of-
fers the baccalaureate degree is a senior institution.
Terminal Behavior — "Terminal behavior refers to the behavior you
would like your learner to be able to demonstrate at the time
-et _ _ t, j„ «|15XIUJLUCUV-C V C A_ HJl.ua cuuo •
Terminal Student — Those students who plan to terminate their for-
mal education after two years of study and who enroll in programs
designed to lead to a vocation upon graduation from the community
college are identified as terminal students.
The Three Sectors of Massachusetts Public Higher Education — (1) The
Community College System, (2) The State College System, and (3)
The State Universities.
The Three Segments of Massachusetts Public Higher Education — See
the three sectors of Massachusetts Public Higher Education.
Transfer — See inter-institutional transfer.
Transfer Credits — Those credits earned by students in one college
and applied towards a degree in another college are referred to
as transfer credits.
15
Mager, loc. cit .
11
Transfer Program — The term transfer program refers to any set of
courses which has been designed by community college and/or
state college and university personnel for students who plan
to transfer to four-year colleges and universities to complete
the requirements for the baccalaureate degree.
Transfer Student — For the purposes of the study, the term transfer
student refers to the individual who matriculates from one col-
lege to another and who also seeks transfer credit for courses
completed at the sending institution.
Tyler Rationale — The term "Tyler Rationale" is used in the disser-
tation to refer to the rationale for curriculum development out-
lined ^y Ralph Tyler in Basic Principles of Curriculum and In—
-
-• 16
struction .
History of the Problem
Approximately two-thirds of all students who originally enroll
in community colleges in the United States indicate they plan to trans-
fer to four-year colleges and universities to complete requirements for
the baccalaureate degree. Medsker and Trent found that one-third of all
students who enroll on a full-time basis at the community college even-
tually matriculate to four-year colleges and universities, both public
^Ralph W. Tyler, Basic Principles of Curriculum and Instructio
n,
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1950).
12
and private. 17 More recent investigations relative to the ratio of
junior college students successfully transfering to senior institutions
place the figure between fifteen and thirty percent. 18 In recent years,
enrollments at four-year colleges and universities have been character-
ized by substantial increases in the number of transfer students, both
in absolute and relative terms. Based on the projections of the fu-
ture growth of community college enrollment, as set forth by the Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education, the increased number of Black and Spanish
speaking students seeking higher education, and in addition, the large
number of servicemen and veterans pursuing educational opportunities
render it reasonable to expect the enrollment trend of transfers to four-
year colleges and universities to continue well into the foreseeable fu-
20
ture. The most recent data on transfer indicate that "new transfer
21
students number upwards of five hundred thousand annually."
Leland L. Medsker and James W. Trent, The Influence of Dif -
ferent Types of Higher Institutions on College Attendance from Varying
Socio-Economic and Ability Levels
,
USOE Cooperative Research Project No .
438
,
(Berkeley: University of California, 1965), p. 58.
18
Leonard V. Koos, The Community College Student , (Gainesville:
University of Florida Press, 1970), p. 301.
19
Warren W. Willingham and N. Findikan, "Transfer Students:
Who's Moving from Where to Where and What Determines Who's Admitted?"
College Board Review
,
LXXII, (Summer, 1969), p. 5.
o r\
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, The Open-Door Col -
leges: Policies for Community Colleges , A special report and recom-
mendations by the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book, 1970).
21Eileen Kuhns, "A Resolution to End Transfer Hurdles," Com-
munity and Junior College Journal , (February, 1969), p. 36.
13
22According to the Transfer Review Council Steering Committee
9 ^
"Report on Transfer Enrollment Trends," "the potential number of
transfer students is difficult to predict but is growing each year." 2 ^
Massachusetts' community colleges graduated approximately six thousand
students in June of 1970, of whom three thousand indicated their desire
to continue education by transfering to four-year colleges and univer-
sities. The University of Massachusetts, Amherst, enrolled a total of
987 transfer students in September of 1970, of whom 487 were received
25from Massachusetts community colleges. In 1971, the total number of
transfer students enrolled for the first time on the University of
Massachusetts, Amherst campus rose only slightly, however, the community
fnl1o»o t- -ranc fore ac a norr'Pnt nf t-V>P fntal niimhpr of n PW fT"3nsfprc t" OMOW . w-w ' — r “ * ~ “ "** ~ ' *
26
the University increased to approximately ninety percent. In September
of 1972, the University expected to enroll 1,150 new transfers, of whom
one thousand would be received from the Massachusetts community colleges.
22
The Transfer Review Council was established in Massachusetts
in November of 1971 by the Executive Officers of the Board of Community
Colleges, The Massachusetts State College System, and the University of
Massachusetts. The Council was conceived as a body to review transfer
policies and procedures and to make recommendations for change in the
transfer process.
^^Massachusetts Transfer Review Council Steering Committee on
Transfer Enrollment Trends, Steering Committee Report on Transfer En
-
rollment Trends , (July, 1972), see Appendix C, p. 184.
^ Ibid.
,
p. 1.
^Presidents ' Committee on the Future of the University, Tres±
dents' Committee Report on the Future of the University,,
(Amherst:
University of Massachusetts, 1971), p. 58.
27
Ibid.
14
In June of 1971, 1,839 community college students in Massachusetts
graduated from curriculums designated as "transfer programs." In
September of 1971, 8,756 students (3,483 of whom were sophomores) in
the community college system were enrolled in transfer programs. Al-
though the above figures do indicate that there exists an increasing
demand for acceptance into four-year colleges and universities by com-
munity college students, the actual demand for acceptance may be under-
stated if one attempts to base that demand on extrapolations from the
numbers of students enrolled in "transfer programs." While there is no
readily available data, community college students enrolled in so-called
"terminal" or "career" programs often desire and, indeed, do transfer to
. .. . 29 .... ..
state coj~Leges ana universities. a review or tne various programs or
study offered in the community colleges throughout the State reveals
that in some instances the differences between being classified as a
"terminal" student versus a "transfer" student may be as minimal as one
course within the curriculum. In short, the classification of students
according to whether they are enrolled in "transfer" or "terminal" pro-
grams is not necessarily of any significance with respect to the courses
the student completed, the future plans of the student, the desires of
the student, and the demand for acceptance into four-year colleges and
universities by community college graduates.
^Massachusetts Transfer Review Council Steering Committee on
Transfer Enrollment Trends, loc. cit .
29
The principle sources of information have been Ernest
Beals,
Director, Office of Transfer Affairs, the University of
Massachusetts,
Amherst; community college transfer officials; and students
contemplat
ing transfer.
15
Whi.le the literature dealing with transfer concentrates almost
exclusively with community college, junior college and four-year col-
lege students who transfer to four-year colleges and universities, it
is necessary for the purposes of this study to recognize that transfer
is a two-way avenue; that is, students transfer into community colleges
as well as from them. In 1971, community colleges within Massachusetts
30
enrolled 1,051 of the 1,734 applicants for transfer received. In
1971, 149 students transferred from Holyoke Community College to the
31
University of Massachusetts, Amherst. At the same time, students were
transferring from Holyoke Community to the University, university stu-
dents were in the process of transferring to Holyoke Community College.
'TV*
o
Dv o T^umb sr of rsvsrss transfer s tudsnts rscsivsd by Hclyoks Ccm*—
munity while not computed, has been estimated to be in the general mag-
32
nitude of 125 to 150 students per year.
The most recent estimates of the number of students expected to
transfer throughout the United States (500,000) and of particular inter-
est in regard to this study within the Commonwealth of Massachusetts in-
dicate that great numbers have been subject to and affected by the admis-
sions standards, policies and practices of collegiate institutions with
^Massachusetts Transfer Review Council Steering Committee on
Transfer Enrollment Trends, loc. cit .
31The source from which the data were obtained is a list of
colleges transferred to in 1971 by Holyoke Community College
students.
The information was made available by James Trace, Dean, Office
of
Admissions, Holyoke Community College. See Appendix D, p.
32
The estimate of the number of reverse transfers was
obtained
from Victor Thomas, Registrar, Holyoke Community College.
16
respect to inter-institutional transfer. In future years, there will
be an even greater number of students affected by the practices and
policies that govern inter-institutional transfer. In addition to stu-
dents who are affected by the transfer policies and practices of colle-
giate institutions which participate in inter-institutional transfer,
faculty members, administrators and other key individuals will play
either an active or passive role in helping to define the manner in
which transfer will operate.
Need for the Study
In a review of articles depicting possible causes of transfer
difficulties, Eileen Kuhns has stated that "it is an academic reality
that faculties and administrators are so suspicious of their colleagues
'across the river' that they have constructed monumental transfer hur-
33dies." Citing information gathered from studies conducted on transfer,
Kuhns further elaborates on what problems surround the transfer process:
Adequate communications and guidance, both before and after trans-
fer, are crucial to student success. Documented "hang-ups" are
legion: accreditation of previous college experience, residency
requirements, pass-fail grading policies, credit and exemption by
examination, "D" and "F" grade policies, required general and ma-
jor courses, time-lapse policies, parallel course policies, corres-
pondence courses, credit for life experience, and military courses
and training. ^
The need for the study is based, in part, on the various sets
of admissions standards, policies, practices, and "hang-ups" utilized
33
Kuhns
,
loc. cit.
34
Ibid.
17
by transfer officials to determine which students will be accepted as
transfers
,
and what credit the student will be granted by the receiv-
ing institution for his past experience including those courses for
which the student was granted credit by the sending institution.
An investigation into the transfer admissions policies and prac-
35tices, including credit evaluation, followed by the four-year state
colleges and universities which comprise the state system of upper di-
36
vision higher education in the Commonwealth revealed that little uni-
formity existed by colleges within the same sector of higher education.
It is also noted that Massachusetts community colleges lack a uniform
37
transfer policy. Although it is usually assumed that the policies
and procedures which influence the lives of others are based upon a ra-
tionale, the transfer policies of the various four-year state colleges
and universities in Massachusetts public higher education cannot be
traced to a well defined rationale. What transfer policies exist at a
point in time can be determined; the reasons for why given policy came
into being is not so readily determined.
In 1972, the policy of the University of Massachusetts, Amherst,
with respect to accepting community college students for transfer, was
^The term "credit evaluation" is used throughout the study to
refer to the means utilized to determine the acceptability of course
credits earned at sending institutions.
36
In this study, the term "upper division" identifies those
pub-
lic colleges which confer the baccalaureate.
37The investigation referred to was conducted by the
Massachusetts
Transfer Review Council Committee on Transfer Admissions and
by the TRC
Task Force on Curriculum Articulation. See Appendix E, p. >
an
Appendix F, p. 198.
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one of "accepting any qualified community college student who has com-
pleted the two-year transfer program with a satisfactory academic per-
formance and who is recommended by the appropriate of f icials
. In
regard to the policy cited above, the "Presidents' Committee on the
Future of the University of Massachusetts" stated that "the hedges in
the statement are obvious. The President's report does not spell
out what the obvious hedges are, but rather alludes to the difficulty
the University may encounter in attempting to respond to the increasing
demand it can expect to face by the growing number of community college
students who seek to be accepted as transfers to the University. The
language contained in the University policy on transfer, whether inten-
tionally or not, is vague and ambiguous. The meanings of such terms as
"two-year transfer program," "qualified student," and "satisfactory aca-
demic performance" are not defined.
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts Transfer Review Council
Survey on Curriculum Articulation and Credit Evaluation^
In the spring of 1972, a task force of the Transfer Review
Council conducted a survey for the purpose of gathering information
relative to the credit evaluation policies and practices among the
A
public four-year state colleges and universities in Massachusetts.
38Presidents
'
Committee on the Future of the University, loc. cit .
39
Ibid
.
^Transfer Review Council Task Force on Curriculum Articulation,
Progress Report; Credit Evaluation Survey , (Spring, 1972). See Appen-
dix F, p. 198.
^'The researcher was a charter member of the Task Force. The
Task Force was chaired by Professor William Lauroesch of the School of
Education, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, Massachusetts.
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The information gathered relating to the transfer policies of the
University of Massachusetts revealed the following points which fur—
/ 0
ther substantiated the need for the study:
1. The maximum number of credit hours the University will accept
for transfer is seventy—five; that is, no more than seventy-
five credit hours will be allowed towards the minimum number
of credit hours the student must complete in order to qualify
for graduation.
2. The University requires that the student complete a minimum of
fifty-four credits at the sending institution(s) before trans-
fer will be granted. Exceptions to this policy are made for
students enrolled in "snecial nroprams" such as physical edu-4 1 U L J
43
cation and music education.
3. The grade point average (GPA) below which student applications
for transfer are not considered is 2.0. The "effective" GPA
44
cutoff is 2.5.
/ 94Z
The information regarding the transfer policy of the Univer-
sity at Amherst was provided by the Assistant Director of Transfer
Affairs, Charlotte Rhaim, in an interview in the spring of 1972.
^Exceptions to the fifty-four credit rule are made when send-
ing institutions do not offer courses necessary for matriculation to
the junior year.
^The grade point average utilized as a cutoff in helping to
determine transfer is computed and reported by the sending institution.
The manner in which the GPA is determined is not uniform among the var-
ious community colleges in the Commonwealth. Some community colleges
include all grades received by the student in computing the GPA, others
delete failing grades if the student successfully repeats the^course.
In addition, while some community colleges base the GPA on a
plus and
minus" system of grading, others do not, and one community college
makes
allowance for "plus" grades but not minus grades.
20
4. The GPA the student has compiled at the sending institution is
not included in computing the student's graduation GPA.
5. The University generally, but not always, equates the "associate
degree with completion of all lower division requirements.
6. The University does not distinguish among associate degrees
(viz A. A., A.A.S., A.S.).
7. The University does not automatically accept and apply toward
graduation all credits granted by a sending college.
8. The University accepts credits at face value; that is, A's as
A's, B's as B's, etc.
9. The University does not allow the student to count towards
graduation courses in which "D" grades were received while at
45
the community college, or any other college.
10. Students already enrolled at the University may count courses
for which "D" grades were received towards graduation and towards
a major.
11. Transfer credits are evaluated course by course by the University.
Nowhere was it possible for the researcher to identify any writ-
ten matter by transfer officials, administrators or University faculty
pertaining to what it is that a student is expected to know, the specif-
ic skills he is expected to have mastered, the attitudes and beliefs he
^Since the study was begun, the policy with respect to D
grades has been changed. A student who has received an Associate in
Arts degree (A. A.), in a "transfer program" and who is accepted to the
University of Massachusetts, Amherst will automatically be awarded
credit for courses in which "D's" were received at the sending insti
tution.
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is expected to have formulated prior to being accepted as a transfer
student. The community college claims that one of its prime functions
is to prepare the student for transfer. The university claims that it
will accept transfer students who are qualified. The fulfillment of
the claims to prepare and to accept transfer students are not operation-
alized in terms of learner behavior. The only explicit statements that
are identifiable with respect to transfer are presented in terms of the
maximum and minimum number of credits a student must have obtained and
he allowed toward graduation, and the approximate grade point aver-
age the applicant must present in order to be considered for transfer.
A position presented within the study is that if the sending
Ipstitutiot) has pir^pair^cl th0 student foir fuirtiViGr* 2.c2.dcmic wotIc, ths
personnel of that institution ought to be able and willing to specify
in clear and precise , language what that preparation represents in terms
H-
of learner behavior. A parallel to the above position is that if uni-
versity personnel expect the student to have acquired certain knowledge,
skills, attitudes and beliefs, and propensities to act in order to be
considered a qualified transfer applicant, then those expectations
should be stated explicitly and unambiguously in terms of learner be-
havior. If, on the other hand, university personnel have not devoted
attention to expected learner behavior and have concerned themselves
with little else than deciding on the number of credits that will be
accepted, grade point averages, and the availability of adequate space,
it is time that attention be focused in the suggested direction.
The University policy regarding the need for students to obtain
a specified grade point average in order to be considered for transfei
22
does little, if anything, to provide information on the learner's know-
ledge, skills, attitudes and beliefs. While certain information may be
obtained from data relating to grades, such as indicating a rough guide
between those students who are least successful at the University with
those who are more successful, the grades do not supply what behavior
unsuccessful students lacked in comparison with the more successful
transfers. Rather than helping to identify desirable learner behavior,
the practice of adhering to a grade point average may serve as a conve-
nient tool to cut down on the number of applicants that must be consid-
ered for transfer. In addition, as previously noted, the GPA does not
represent the same quantity or quality of learning for all students.
TV* d narfioiil o fTP A annoa^incr nn a ot*nr1 o-n f~ a nn 1 “i r* i~ i on m ov V»o a Kpt- fpr
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reflection of the grading practices of the set of instructors with whom
the student took courses, and the grading practices either formally or
informally operating in the college. Not all community colleges follow
the same grading practices, although all do report a grade point average.
Some community colleges have adopted a plus and minus grading system,
others report only pluses while others pay no attention to puses and/
or minuses in computing the student average. While in some of the state
community colleges failing grades are not made a part of the permanent
student record, other colleges include all grades received on the perma-
nent record and compute all grades into the student's GPA. While some
community colleges have adopted some form of pass-fail grading policy,
others have not. The above points with respect to the variations
in
grading policies adopted by the various community colleges
indicate
that the utilization of a grade point average as a means
of determining
23
transfer acceptance in addition to not informing on learner behavior
is rendered even more meaningless due to the wide differences in col-
leg6 grading practices. It is not being suggested herein that commun-
ity colleges conform to a rigid set of grading practices, but rather
that such admissions standards based on grades be seriously examined
in order to determine what actual information they provide.
At the time the researcher interviewed University transfer of-
ficials, the interviewed officials stated that they "generally equated
the associate degree with the completion of all lower division require—
„46
ments . " The University "lower division requirements" refers to those
courses or areas of subject matter (humanities, social sciences, physical
and biological sciences, etc.) the University student is expected to com-
47plete during his first two years at the University. The community col-
lege student who had received credit for courses while at the community
college which carried similar course titles and were described in the
college catalogue in similar language to those courses described in the
university catalogue of courses would receive university credit upon
transfer. What appears crucial is the definition of the term "generally
equal" as it is used in describing the similarities of what is repre-
sented by the associate degree as compared with the completion of lower
division courses. Once a definition of the term "generally equal is
^Interview with Charlotte Rhaim, Assistant Director of Trans-
fer Affairs, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, Spring, 1972.
^There is no university rule which compels the student to com-
plete all core requirements during his first two years of collegiate
study. Many students elect to spread these courses out over a four-
year period.
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arrived at, the instrumentation utilized in determining that general
equality can be examined. All that can be said at the present time is
that if university and community college personnel are content to de-
fine the equality of the associate degree and the first two years at
the university by comparing course titles and catalogue descriptions,
then all that must be done is to have someone read catalogues and com-
pare course descriptions. If, on the other hand, "generally equal" is
intended to mean that the transfer student is expected to have acquired
the same quantity and quality of knowledge, skill, attitudes, and be-
liefs as his university counterpart, it becomes strikingly apparent that
no adequate measuring devices are being utilized to determine the equal-
ity of the two experiences, in general or in any other terms.
To the question "Does your college allow D's earned in the send-
48ing college to be credited toward graduation?"
,
all fifteen responding
colleges and universities answered with a negative response. Furthermore,
nine institutions surveyed, including the University of Massachusetts,
indicated that they allowed D's earned on their campus to be credited
49
toward a major. by native students. This policy implies that "inhouse"
D's are superior to "outhouse" D's, and that in some manner, although not
defined, the courses presented by students for transfer become less than
equal when the grade received by the student for the course is less than
"
c ".
50
^Transfer Review Council Task Force on Curriculum Articulation,
op. cit .
,
p. 2.
49 Ibid.
^Subsequent to this writing, TRC recommended that "D" credit
be accepted by the receiving institution and applied toward the bac-
calaureate.
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In the late spring of 1972, Dr. Ernest Beals, Director, Office
of Transfer Affairs at the University of Massachusetts, argued success-
fully before the faculty senate that the University, lacking a clearly
defined rationale, was discriminating unfairly against transfer stu-
dents by maintaining its policy with respect to the non-acceptability
of D grades; and as a result, the policy should be abolished. The fac-
ulty senate concurred with Dr. Beals and changed the policy so that any
student admitted to the University who had received an Associate in Arts
degree (A. A.) from any accredited institution would automatically be
granted credit by the University for courses in which the student had
received a grade of D, and which were otherwise previously acceptable
for University credit.- It is of interest that the change in University
policy was extended to only those students who had received the A. A. de-
gree. In effect, the University was to pursue a policy which would in
some ways be even more discriminatory towards certain students. Prior
to the change in policy referred to, only three percent of the total
grades received by community college students admitted to the University
were D grades.”*'*' The previous grade policy meant that the transfer stu-
dent, unfortunate to have received a D grade, would be forced to repeat
the course by taking one which carried a similar title and catalogue
description or some substitute course.
The knowledge gained, the skills mastered, the attitudes and
beliefs acquired by students do not appear to be the basis of a rationale
*^The source of this information was Dr. Ernest Beals, Director,
Office of Transfer Affairs, University of Massachusetts, Amherst.
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upon which the policy of the University and state colleges evolved with
respect to the acceptance of transfer students and the granting of cred-
it for courses previously completed, or for other types of experiences.
At this writing, transfer officials at the University and state colleges
are only able to claim that transfer credit is granted for courses com-
pleted by students while at the sending institution, subject to the in-
terpretation and evaluation of transfer officials and other appropriate
college personnel, as long as the student has received a grade of "C" or
better in the course. The researcher does not wish to suggest that the
University or state colleges should grant transfer credit for all or any
courses in which "D" grades were received by the student. Nor does the
researcher wish to guoopst th*f all "P." &rnHpc n r* anv rrrorloc Ko"
~ o ~ - j ~ ~
accepted for transfer credit by the University and state colleges. To
the contrary, the above policy is cited in order to further highlight
the need for improved curriculum articulation between the faculties in
community colleges and the institutions to which students transfer. One
result of curriculum articulation which the following presentation advo-
cates is that transfer credit should be granted on the basis of learner
behavior. In order to grant transfer credit on the basis of learner be-
havior, it will be argued that both community college and university
faculty would, at the very least, have to state course objectives in an
operationalized form.
That the Faculty Senate at the University of Massachusetts was
willing to make marginal changes in transfer policies governing the
granting of credit may be a step in the direction of change, or it may
simply represent the substitution of one policy for another without
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devoting careful attention to the rationale upon which the granting
of transfer credit is based. The fact is that the Faculty Senate did
not probe the central issue of what constitutes the determinants of
course acceptability or course equivalency.
A further question to which the Transfer Review Council Commit-
tee on Curriculum Articulation and Credit Evaluation sought information
on was the manner in which receiving institutions evaluated courses
students presented for credit. To the question "Does your college
evaluate transfer credits course by course?", the Assistant Director
of Transfer Affairs at the University of Massachusetts answered affirma-
tively as did each of the remaining transfer officials interviewed. The
information gathered by the designated task force revealed that all pub-
t52
lie state colleges and universities in the Commonwealth "officially"
designate one individual to evaluate courses to determine their accept-
ability for transfer. Unofficially, the manner of determining course
acceptability is a concoction of the following:
1. In case a course appears on a student transcript for which no
credit had been previously granted and which had not previous-
ly been presented for transfer, the transfer official first
attempts to determine whether the course is a "lower division"
course and what field of study it "fits" into. If the course
appears to the individual reviewing the transcript to closely
match an existing lower division university course, the matter
ends at that point.
52By "officially" is meant that one individual received
infor-
mation and that this individual would be the person to whom
questions
relating to transfer credit would be addressed.
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2. If the course presented does not appear to the "evaluator" to
match up with any existing university lower division course,
the matter is referred to the chairman of the department into
which the course would fall as can be determined by the review-
er. The courses which most often fall into this category are
in the areas of music and nursing, or any others which appear
to be particular to a highly specialized field of study.
Although all public state colleges and universities in
Massachusetts which accept transfer students indicate that courses
are evaluated for the purpose of determining whether or not transfer
credit will be granted, the investigator was not able to discover and
identify any firmly established procedures, either at the University
or at any other public institution, for the evaluation of courses pre-
sented for transfer. The investigator was also unable to secure a
definition of the term "evaluation," although it is claimed by transfer
officials in the various public institutions of higher learning that
this is one of their functions with respect to the granting of transfer
credit. No member of the Transfer Review Council Task Force on Curric-
ulum Articulation and Credit Evaluation was able to obtain a definition
of course "evaluation" which included a list of criteria employed in
the process of determining whether or not credit would be granted to a
transfer student for his previous course work. The lack of information
available and the ambiguity which surrounds the manner in which evalua-
tion of courses is conducted by receiving institutions suggests that
there exists no clear and precise purpose for which the evaluation is
conducted. The writer, a community college faculty member in economics,
29
has witnessed a situation in which a course in economics has been
granted transfer acceptability by the members of the University Econ-
omics faculty on the basis of the course title, a brief course descrip-
tion which was to be printed in the course catalogue of the Community
College, a list of "topics to be covered," the latter copied verbatim
from a textbook assigned to students registered for a similarly entitled
university course. In other instances, transfer acceptability has been
granted by the University without courses ever having been submitted or
discussed with any members of the University Economics faculty.
In most instances investigated by the Transfer Review Council
Task Force with respect to the evaluation of transfer credit, all that
was learned was that designated individuals at four—year colleges com-
pare the wording of course titles and catalogue descriptions which ap-
pear in the course catalogues of both institutions. With respect to
the question of credit evaluation, the Massachusetts State Transfer
Articulation Committee concluded that: "Presently within the Massachusetts
four-year colleges, there is tremendous inconsistency and many inequities
53
in the evaluation of transfer credit." It should be pointed out that
in many state colleges, the individual designated to evaluate transfer
credit is often times the dean of admissions or others in his office
who are expected to perform a rather large number of duties. At the
University of Massachusetts, although there does exist an Office of
53
Ernest W. Beals, Study of Massachusetts Two-Year College Stu
-
dents: Implications for Massachusetts Four-Year Colleg es and Universi-
ties
,
A report prepared for the Massachusetts State Transfer Articula
tion Committee, (Amherst, Massachusetts: Massachusetts State Articula-
tion Committee, August, 1972), p. 19.
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Transfer Affairs, the volume of work that is conducted is great, given
the actual personnel allowed for the tasks. 5 ^
Most courses offered to students at the community college for
which students seek transfer credit from four-year colleges and univer-
sities have fallen into the general classification of "lower division
courses." Such courses, once having received the status of a fully
acceptable transfer course, seldom receive any further attention by
transfer officials. Although the course objectives may change greatly
over the years, there is no evidence that the courses are re-evaluated
with reference to their acceptability for transfer credit. The research-
er inquired of the Assistant Director of Transfer Affairs at the Univer-
sity of Massachusetts as to how close community college courses had to
compare to University courses in order to be labeled an equivalent course
and allowed for transfer credit. The response received was that the
evaluator was "not too particular" in regard to this matter. This was
explained to mean that if three words such as "the," "and" and "to" ap-
peared in both catalogue descriptions, the courses would be judged to
be equivalent.
55
The writer wishes to indicate within the context of
this study that the remarks of the interviewed transfer official were
candid and in no way a display of sarcasm. The transfer officials at
the University with whom the researcher spoke made no pretense of be-
ing able to evaluate the hundreds of courses presented for credit.
"^In addition to their other duties, key personnel from the
University Office of Transfer Affairs were instrumental in setting
up
the necessary machinery to begin to deal with transfer problems
in
Massachusetts
.
^Interview with Charlotte Rhaim, Assistant Director of Transfer
Affairs, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, Spring, 1972.
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It may be concluded that there exists virtually no evaluation
of courses presented by students for transfer credit other than what
has already been described. There certainly does not exist any pro-
cess of evaluation in which an attempt is made to determine what the
student was expected to be able to do, know, believe, or perform at
the completion of a course. Faculty expectations of student behavior
relative to courses for which students seek transfer credit is simply
absent from the evaluation process. As previously alluded to, Univer-
sity transfer officials should not, in the writer’s opinion, be singled
out and held responsible for the inadequacies in the evaluation of trans-
fer credit. Little is provided by the faculties of both sending and re-
ceiving institutions upon which an evaluation ol course credit can be
conducted.
If the policies of the University on transfer, in particular
with respect to credit evaluation, appear to be inadequate, university
administrators and faculty are not alone in terms of having allowed
such inadequacies to develop and survive. Transfer, by its very nature,
involves either directly or indirectly the input of individuals through-
out the system of higher education, and at the very least, administrators
and faculty from those institutions which are parties in the process of
inter-institutional transfer.
The following statement appears in The Holyoke Communi ty Colle ge
Bulletin under the general heading of purposes and objectives of the
college:
The curricular programs offered by the college have been
deveiope
to meet the needs of those who plan to transfer to
senior col eges
or universities. The college seeks in conformity
with the purposes
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indicated.
. . the objectives to provide for students in transfer
the equivalent of work in a senior institution so that they may
transfer to another college or university . 56
The document in which the above cited statement appears con-
tains no definitions of the various terminology employed to describe
the purposes of the college relative to transfer. Although the state-
ment refers to meeting the needs of students planning to transfer, what
those needs are, the manner in which such needs are determined, and by
whom student needs are determined is not specified. What is meant by
the college "providing the equivalent of work in a senior institution,"'^
is also not defined, and open to the interpretation of all. If provid-
ing the "equivalent of work" is interpreted to mean that the community
college student will be assigned the same textbooks and other reading
material, attend the same number of classes, view the same films, write
the same number of papers, and engage in other similar learning activi-
ties as do his university counterparts, then it may be concluded by
some that the student is assigned the equivalent work to that which is
assigned in senior institutions. Perhaps the statement refered to above
is intended to be interpreted on the basis of an unstated assumption
that the needs of the community college student who plans to transfer
are identical or equivalent to the needs of his university counterpart
and, therefore, an attempt is made to provide equivalent work. The in-
tent at this juncture is not to interpret what may be meant by community
56Holyoke Community College, Holyoke Commun ity College Bulleti n.
(Holyoke, Massachusetts: Holyoke Community College, July, 1971), p.
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college claims relative to transfer but rather to emphasize that lit-
tle meaning can be extrapolated from such claims. The questions which
may be raised by students of the community college after having studied
claims put forth by officials and faculty of the college relative to
transfer are many. In addition to the need to question the area of
student needs, it would be desirable to seek information relating to
whether or not community college student needs are best met by provid-
ing the "equivalent of work," whether the equivalent of work is intended
to create similar learning or equivalent learning as is created in uni-
versity students, and how are the results of providing equivalent work
measured. Because reference is so often made to the work students will
/"\ r* r* ^ r* o ” ** -4- ^ V> /> 1 « « »»»» 4 —* *- 1* n 4*«« J a *• 4 « J *• « — « « t
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ter, it is tempting for the researcher to draw the conclusion that the
major emphasis of community college personnel relative to student trans-
fer is to provide students with a set of learning activities, or means,
which appear similar to those utilized in four-year colleges and uni-
versities, without first attempting to determine what specific learning
is intended to be mastered by students. In short, it is the view of
the researcher that community college educators have focused on the
means of education without giving proper consideration to the ends, or
more specifically, to the learning that students are expected to master.
The Director of the Office of Transfer Affairs at the University
of Massachusetts, Dr. Ernest Beals, has stated both publicly and in pri-
vate conversations with the researcher that the staff of the Office of
Transfer Affairs at the University is concerned with minimizing problems
encountered by students in transfer from sending colleges to the
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58University. One problem, in particular, cited by Dr. Beals is the
possible loss of academic credits earned thus far at other schools."59
In order to approach the problem of loss of credit for students in
transfer, representatives of the University, the state colleges and
community colleges conducted a seminar on curriculum articulation in
which the participants discussed "the need to work toward cooperative
programs beneficial to transfer students throughout the state colleges
and universities of the Commonwealth." The recognition that a need
exists to improve curriculum articulation between two-year and four-
year institutions is a necessary first step in the direction of dealing
with the problem of loss of course credit by transfer students. Ques-
lIuuo remain, however, with reference to what curriculum articulatior
entails, what its purposes and hoped for ends are, and by whom it
should be conducted. This study is intended to help clarify some of
these questions relating to curriculum articulation.
Current Efforts by State-Wide Organizations
to Improve Inter-Institutional Transfer
Developments during the past two years indicate that substantial
interest exists among state educators representing the three sectors of
public and private higher education to improve articulation with refer-
ence to the various aspects of inter-institutional transfer. Two groups
"^"Educators Meet to Discuss Transfer Problems," The Springfield
Union, February 21, 1972, p. 7.
59
Ibid.
60
Ibid.
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of state educators have been formally established for the purposes of
identifying and analyzing problems associated with transfer and to
seek solutions to those problems.
In September of 1971, the Massachusetts State Transfer Articu-
lation Committee which was comprised of twenty-one educators, most of
whom were admissions officers and transfer officers, was established
for the purpose of discussing "the problems concerning transfer stu-
dents and the transfer articulation process."61 It was decided by the
STAC membership that efforts should be directed towards gathering data
on transfer students and to "conduct state-wide workshops on the general
problems involved in transfer articulation." According to the latest
repor l j_ i. giu . ucdxs
,
omu oiiaj-nnan, both objectives were met.
Recognizing the need for definitive investigation in the gener-
al area of transfer affairs, the executive officers of the three seg-
6 3
ments of public higher education in Massachusetts created the Transfer
Review Council in 1971. This action was later endorsed by the separate
boards and the Board of Higher Education. According to the executive
orficers, the Council was charged with the function of "reviewing the
present transfer problems, policies and procedures between the public
61Beals, op. cit .
,
p. 1.
62
Ibid.
6
^The Executive Officers are Lawrence E. Dennis, Provost,
Massachusetts State College System; William G. Dwyer, President, Board
of Massachusetts Regional Community Colleges; and Robert C. Wood,
President, University of Massachusetts; Everett Olsen, President,
Lowell Technological Institute; and Donald E. Walker, President,
Southeastern Massachusetts University.
36
segments of higher education in the Commonwealth. The primary purpose
of the Council is to advise and make recommendations to the executive
°fficers which, in turn, are transmitted to the various boards. ,,64
The Council membership has stated that its purpose is "to improve trans-
fer articulation among the segments of public higher education."65
The Transfer Review Council Task Force on Curriculum Articulation
and Credit Evaluation identified five major areas deemed in need of in-
vestigation and chose to address its efforts "specifically to the issue
of student mobility as reflected in the transfer of community college
students to the upper division of institutions in the public sector."66
Based on the data collected by the task force, the following recommenda-
xj. •
The Task Force recommends for community college graduates with an
A. A. degree that a blanket policy of transfer be established. Trans-
fer students will be accepted on the basis of the minimum Cumulative
Quality Point Average established by the upper division institutions
for its native students, and will be required to take no more than
an additional sixty credits for the baccalaureate degree .
^
^Letter of appointment to serve on the Transfer Review Council
from William G. Dwyer, President, Board of Massachusetts Regional Com-
munity Colleges, Boston, Massachusetts, November 16, 1971. See Appendix
G
, p • 202*
^Massachusetts Transfer Review Council, "Transfer Review
Council by Laws," April, 1973.
66
Transfer Review Council Steering Committee on Curriculum Ar-
ticulation and Credit Evaluation, "Blanket Transfer Policy Recommenda-
tion for Massachusetts Public Higher Education," An unpublished report
submitted to the Transfer Review Council, November, 1972.
6 7
Ibid
.
,
p. 4.
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The rationale upon which the recommendation was drafted was presented
as follows:
1. This is a necessary step in the improvement of the mobility of
students. For a significant portion of transfer students, the
proposed policy eliminates much of the uncertainty in current
transfer procedures.
2. In so doing, this policy focuses on the community college the
responsibility for ensuring the quality of its programs for
which these institutions will be held accountable.
3. Such a policy recognizes the diversity and differentiation of
institutions and programs.
4. It provides the community college with the flexibility to ex-
plore new programs and curricula without having to ask the
question, ’’Will this be acceptable in transf er? 1'^
An objective the Task Force membership wanted to meet and hoped to ac-
couiplisu, in part, by submitting the recommendation was to generate
discussion among the members of the Transfer Review Council which would
eventually lead to a state-wide transfer policy free of the inconsis-
tencies and ambiguities of the various sets of transfer policies that
were in operation in Massachusetts public colleges.
^
Commonwealth Transfer Compact
In April of 1973, the Transfer Review Council recommended a
unit transfer policy, the "Commonwealth Transfer Compact, to the three
sector heads of public higher education. In addition to the goal of
facilitating student transfer in an efficient manner, the compact was
6
8
Ibid
•
^This objective was first proposed by Professor William
Lauroesch, School of Education, University of Massachusetts, in exec
utive session of the Task Force.
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envisioned by the TRC membership to "accomplish the twin objectives
of.* (1) providing unlimited opportunities for instructional and cur-
ricular flexibility
,
and (2) assigning to each community college full
responsibility for meeting standards of equivalence for all programs
submitted as transferable." 70 The Task Force took the position that
"at the community college level, individual institutions have not been
able to exercise fully. . . a high level of local discretion in respond-
ing to client needs. . . because of the perceived or actual restrictions
imposed by the receiving institutions in the matter of transfer." 71
At this writing, the Compact has received favorable response
from the three segmental heads of public higher education and is await-
ing final approval from the various boards. Given that an intent of
the Compact is to allow the community colleges discretionary authority
necessary to meet student needs and assuming adoption of the new policy,
it will no longer be necessary for community college faculty and admin-
istrators to devote time and effort to "plagiarizing" college catalogues
or to other similar activities. Nor will it be possible for community
college personnel to claim that they are not allowed to meet student
needs as a result of what is dictated in real or imagined terms by
senior institutions. While it is hoped that the recommended policy of
the Transfer Review Council, if adopted, would eliminate certain irrational
^Transfer Review Council, Policy for Facilitating Student Mo-
bility in Massachusetts Higher Education and Commonwealth Trans fer Com-
pact
,
submitted to the Executive Officers of public higher education in
Massachusetts, (Boston: Transfer Review Council, 1973).
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practices higher education in Massachusetts is presently characterized
by in the area of inter-institutional transfer, the need for curriculum
articulation has not been eliminated. The need to improve curriculum
ticulat ion has existed as long as students have been transferring
from one academic institution to another. Rather than lessening that
need, the recommended policy increases the visibility of the need to
improve curriculum articulation. If, as is stated in the Compact, the
community college is expected to exercise "full responsibility for meet-
72ing standards of equivalence," it would be reasonable to assume that
such standards have been defined in a manner agreeable to both the fac-
ulty and administrators in both the community college and four-year
colleges and universities. At the present time, however, the concept
as well as the standards themselves are in need of definition. To state
that it is expected that the community college will be fully responsible
for that which has not yet been defined is to beg the question. The po-
sition presented in the study is that regardless of whether it is called
standards of equivalence or what have you, the faculty members residing
in community colleges and senior colleges must be the individuals who
establish what it is that students are expected to be able to demonstrate
in terms of learning. It is furthermore contended that faculty expecta-
tions of student learning should be operationally defined. If community
college and four-year college and/or university faculty are able to reach
unambiguous agreement with reference to their expectations of student
learning, then in the opinion of the researcher, "standards of equivalence
72
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will be defined, and all institutions which participate in inter-insti
tutional transfer may be expected to be fully responsible for meeting
those standards.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
A review of the literature on the community college and in the
area of curriculum development and theory substantiates the need for
this study. The following literature review summarizes the findings
and views of authorities on the community college which state that one
major function of the community college is transfer; that inter-institu-
tional transfer is an area plagued with problems; and that improved ar-
ticulation is necessary in order to alleviate some inter-institutional
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development and theory reveals that experts in this area have already
developed well defined conceptual schemes which may serve as aids to
educators who recognize the need to improve curriculum development, and
thus improve the over-all articulation process between two-year and four-
year colleges and universities.
The Transfer Function of the Community College
Leonard V. Koos concluded from his review of the literature and
research on the community college that there exists a near consensus
among students of the community college that one of its major purposes
is "to provide preparation for further education or the ’transfer
func-
tion. In a special report by the Carnegie Commission on
Higher
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Koos, op. cit ., pp. 435-437.
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Education, The Open Door Colleges, a major theme is that "full transfer
rights should be promised qualified graduates of community colleges by
comprehensive state colleges and universities." 7 ^ The report further-
more states that "there should be no artificial ceiling for students
with proven academic ability and interest." 75
Inter-Institutional Transfer Problems
Medsker and Tillery
,
based on studies of community college stu-
dents, conclude that only a minority are eligible to enter universities
and four—year colleges at the completion of their high school careers. 7 ^
The authors state that "whatever the cause, the transfer programs of
uUiucl^Uo j Uiixu i are too closely modeled after those of state
universities to fit the needs of students with the potential for ad-
vanced study but with educational deficiencies from high school." 77
Blocker, Plummer and Richardson describe what they believe are
the underlying problems of transfer in the following manner:
The admissions policies and procedures for transfer students con-
stitutes another important area of potential difficulty. Regis-
trars of four-year schools are sometimes overly exacting in their
analysis of transcripts from community colleges. Unless the course
descriptions in the two-year catalog correspond exactly to those
of the courses in the university, there is a good possibility that
74Carnegie Commission, op. cit .
,
p. 1.
75
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Leland L. Medsker and Dale Tillery, The Two-Year College in
America, (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1971), p. 58.
77
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the student may lose credits or be required to take additional
courses which include knowledge already mastered.
Medsker, in contrast to the above authors, is not so willing to
shift the problems of inter-institutional transfer forward to the four-
year colleges and universities. The author states that "the effective-
ness of the two-year college programs may be limited by traditional
79
curricula, but points out that "perhaps the problems imposed by trans-
fer requirements are more imagined than real. It is more likely that
many junior college faculty leaders share the educational conservatism
80
of their senior college colleagues."
Edmund J. Gleazer, another recognized authority on the community
college, expresses his views on the transfer process in the following
manner:
A perennial problem for the community college in organizing courses
that will carry transfer credit is the great affection each four-
year college has for the uniqueness of the content, sequence and
titles of its courses. Obviously, no community college could du-
plicate the programs offered by the hundreds of institutions to
which the graduates might transfer. There would be very little
vitality in community college curriculum, moreover, if subject
matter, textbooks and course organization were prescribed by the
senior colleges. The aim is toward course equivalence. In a num-
ber of states, the four-year institutions have agreed to give full
credit for courses successfully completed which though not identical
are equivalent to those offered in their own division.
^
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Clyde E. Blocker, Robert H. Plummer and Richard C. Richardson,
Jr., The Two-Year College: A Social Synthesis , (Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965), p. 18.
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Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr., This is the Community College ,
Massachusetts: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1968), pp. 54-55.
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Glazer fails to specify what he means by course equivalence
I
other than to suggest that it can be achieved using means different
from those employed in four-year colleges and universities. It may
well be that educators like Glazer—recognized authorities on the com-
munity college unintentionally help to perpetuate some of the diffi-
culties of this sector of higher education, and, in effect, create a
type of quagmire by not specifying what is meant by course equivalence.
The Need for Improved Articulation
The literature on the community college is replete with exhor-
tations to improve articulation between community colleges and senior
institutions. Authorities on the community college cite the need for
closer articulation between two-year and four—year college and univer-
sity faculty for the purpose of facilitating transfer.
Blocker, Plummer and Richardson state that "the need for close
articulation of programs intended to lead to a baccalaurate degree is
82
too obvious to require further elaboration." The Carnegie Commission
on Higher Education has taken the position that:
In view of the large proportion of students enrolled in transfer
programs, major emphasis on improving these programs will continue
to be required. Although there has been steady improvement in the
ease with which students transfer from community colleges to four-
year institutions, there is a need in many states for more careful
articulation of policies providing for transfer.^
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Although authorities cite the need for articulation, the re-
searcher was not able to find much in the literature on articulation
between two-year colleges and senior institutions. For the most part,
the literature on articulation in education has focused on preschool
to elementary school, elementary to high school, and high school to
84
college. Stone points out that curriculum planners assume that stu-
dents have mastered the content of the preceding grade level." Accord-
ingly
,
the graduate school continues to blame the college, the college
the high school, the high school elementary education, and so on, pre-
sumably back to some prenatal causality, thereby relieving everyone of
responsibility for inadequate educational preparation. . . . Inadequate
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once a consequence of and a perpetuating reason for faulty articulation.
Rather than improving articulation between schools in order to remove
the cause of inadequate or improper preparation, each educational unit
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looks to its own remedial program to alleviate the effect."
A notable exception in the literature on the community college
and a possible turning point from the defensiveness of the institution
and the perpetuation of ambiguousness towards its problems may be found
in the provocative writings of Arthur Cohen. In Dateline * 79 , the au-
thor cites the vacilation displayed by community college faculty who
pose, and attempt to resolve the question, "How can we organize our
^James C. Stone, "Articulation of Educational Units," Ency-
clopedia of Educational Research , Fourth Edition, (London: The
Macmillan Company, 1969), pp. 86-90.
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curriculum and our institutional procedures so that more students learn
86
to write effectively?" In order to provide an example of "the impor-
87tance of knowing the questions before criticizing the answers," Cohen
pursues the current pattern of curriculum revision with the following
observation:
But the heart of the problem is in the question, which is currently
unanswerable because the faculty possesses no definition of what it
means by "effective" writing. It has neglected to ask an essential
preliminary question: "What (in terms that have clear and common
referent) must our students be able to do in order to satisfy our
requirement that they write effectively?" Not until the staff an-
swers that question can reliable measures be developed to let stu-
dents in and out of the courses (they must be able to do this upon
entrance and that upon exit). And unless such devices are built,
there is no way to tell what institutional pattern is best. The
fluctuations themselves are clearly the result of constant dissat-
isfaction; one curriculum paradigm is followed until, as Veblin
_ ^ j j • _ r . i — t * — .* t r „ - t. j - r -oaxu xu o p cars,jlh£ x a oxuixxaj. pucuuuicuuu xn wuiuau £> laouxuuo ^
"aesthetic nausea" sets in, whereupon another is adopted.
^
Schemes for Curriculum Development
While the concepts Cohen advocates for the community college
may be "heretical" for that particular segment of higher education, they
arc- not for the entire field of education. In particular, the concept
of the behavioral objective, or as they are referred to by Cohen, defined
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outcomes, "holds a central position in the literature of curriculum.
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^Elliot W. Eisner, "Instructional and Expressive Educational
Objectives: Their Formulation and Use in Curriculum," Instruction
al^
Objectives, edited by Robert E. Stake, (AERA Monograph Series^on Cur-
riculum-Articulation, Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1969),
p. 1.
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Cohen may be characterized as having achieved membership in the group
of curriculum experts who have for many years stressed the formulation
of and rationale behind behavioral objectives. This group is distin-
guished by such authorities as Bloom, Gagne, Goodlad, Mager, Popham,
and Tyler, to list but a few of those educators who may be referred to
as experts in the field of curriculum.
Ralph Tyler, writing in 1950 in an attempt to stress the impor-
tance of the use of behavioral objectives, stated in his rationale for
curriculum development that:
By defining these desired educational results (educational objec-
tives) as clearly as possible the curriculum-maker has the most
useful set of criteria for selecting content, for suggesting learn-
ing objectives, for deciding on the kind of teaching procedures to
follow, in fact to carry on all the further steps in curriculum
planning. We are devoting much time to the setting up and formu-
lations of objectives because they are the most critical criteria
for guiding all the other activities of the curriculum-maker .^0
According to James Popham, another proponent of the behavioral
objective, Tyler's writings in the early fifties had little immediate
impact on the field of education.
^
Since the early 1900's, educators such as Frederic Burk, Franklin
Bobbitt and Carlton Washburn urged that educational goals be stated
in terms of intended behavior changes in the learner. In spite of
these few exceptions, American educators have generally engaged in
the same level of discourse regarding the specification of educa-
tional goals that one might derive from the grunts of Neanderthal.
90m , /nTyler, op. cit .
,
p. 40.
91
James Popham, "Objectives and Instruction," Instructional
Objectives, edited by Robert E. Stake, (AERA Monograph Series on Cur-^
riculum Articulation, Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1969), pp. 32
33 .
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The concept of the behavioral objective is only slowly begin-
ning to creep into the literature on the community college. Higher ed-
ucation, in general, has not given even hints of moving towards the
adoption of the concept. Much literature appeared in the late 1960's
and early 1970's representing attempts by educators to come to grips
student protests witnessed during those years. One of the more
interesting treatments of the student protests was offered by Joseph J.
Schwab who depicted the protesting student as representing a symptom
of a disease, not the disease itself. According to Schwab, the disease
93is of the curriculum. The author claims that through "the proffering
of opaque electives, we positively celebrate non-rationality of deci-
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sion." Schwab elaborates on the above statement in the following
passage:
Where electives exist for the earlier years of student tenure,
nearly all are opaque and almost entirely so. Not even the names
of subject fields convey much; course descriptions convey still
less. Even in later years, the student has little more by which
to judge. He may have some idea of what he may learn about in a
given course, but not much of what he will learn about it. He
cannot know what disciplines are required by the problems of the
course. ("Prerequisite: Economics 207" merely pushes the problem
back to Economics 207.) He has no way to know what disciplines he
will acquire, or forever miss. He does not know whether he wants
them, whether he ought to want them, or what they will do to him.
Yet there the electives are, and elect he must. The choice, sub-
mission to scuttlebutt, or control by the equivalent of brokers'
tips
^
"^Joseph J. Schwab, College Curriculum and Student Protest ,
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1969).
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Cohen, in his attempt to convey the urgent need for the spe-
cification of educational goals by classroom practitioners in higher
education, warns that:
If instructors are to stay abreast of the times, then they must
give serious thought to specifying the goals of their own instruc-
tion. They must work through the process in their courses—build
their objectives, specify their outcomes, collect the evidence of
student learning—or be guilty of abandoning to others the respon-
sibility they tacitly accepted when they entered the teaching pro-
fession.
The concept of the behavioral objective has also appeared in
the literature on the community college in recent years in reference
to the attention devoted to faculty "accountability . " The authors of
Accountability and the Community College hold that an essential char-
acteristic of accountability is measurement and that. . . "if specific
behavioral objectives are established, educators can be held account-
able for students who are able to demonstrate learning by acting in ways
97
that were impossible before teaching took place." Addressing himself
to the question of accountability, Cohen warns that "if teachers refuse
to spell out ends or to accept accountability for their being achieved,
98
the enterprise (community college) will not succeed."
This study explores the viability of behavioral objectives as
means for improving curriculum articulation between two-year and four-
^Cohen, Objectives for College Courses , op. cit .
9
7
John E. Roueche, George A. Baker and Richard L. Brownell,
Accountability and The Community College , (Washington, D.C.: Amer
Association of Junior Colleges, 1971), p. 7.
9 ®Cohen, Dateline *79 , op- cit .
,
p. 201.
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year college faculties in order to facilitate the transfer of students
between community colleges and four-year colleges and universities.
The literature on the community college documents that transfer is held
by most students of the institution as well as by educators who are a
part of the community college movement to occupy a prime function of the
institution. It is also claimed by expert authority that the transfer
process is one inundated with difficulties, ambiguities and uncertain-
ties. While authorities have been quick to proclaim the existence of
a need to improve articulation, and while these same authorities have
hinted that improved articulation represents a necessary first step
towards improvement in the transfer process, little else has been pro-
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process. The literature on the community college is guilty of vagueness
in terms of describing to educators in higher education what they can do,
in specific terms, to improve the articulation process and thus improve
the transfer process. Educators may be lacking insofar as not knowing
what it is that they should be articulating, leave alone how to accom-
plish the task.
It is a contention of this study that what is in need of being
articulated is curriculum. Furthermore, a premise upon which the study
is based is that experts in the field of curriculum have already pro-
vided clearly defined rationales for curriculum development and curric-
ulum articulation through the presentation of the concept of the behav-
ioral objective.
It is hoped that the ideas already expressed in the body of
curriculum and the application of those ideas attemptedliterature on
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in this study will provide new insights to those educators in want of
a more fundamental approach to the transfer process in lieu of the
simple charge to articulate and the make-shift policies which have
characterized the transfer process for too many years.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Limitations of the Study
Inter-institutional transfer of students among the three sec-
tors of public higher education in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
has only recently attracted a significant degree of attention by mem-
bers of the Board of Higher Education, the Provost of the Massachusetts
State College System, the President of the University of Massachusetts,
and the President of the Board of Community Colleges. In 1971, the
State Transfer Articulation Committee and the Transfer Review Council
were established to study transfer problems, to articulate transfer
policies and practices among the various colleges in the state system
of public higher education, and to make policy recommendations to the
Board of Higher Education and to the three sector heads intended to
facilitate inter-institutional transfer. Transfer policies may be de-
scribed as being in a state of flux at the present time. Recommended
changes in policies relating to transfer have been presented to the
above designated individuals and in some cases must await final approval
by the various boards. The study is limited to the information that was
available relative to the transfer policies in force during the time the
study was conducted. That which follows represents what are perceived
to be the major limitations:
1. The availability and accuracy of data informing on transfer
policies which existed at the University of Massachusetts and
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at Holyoke Community College; many of the transfer policies
at both institutions were not contained in written form, and
many explicitly stated policies appeared to be quite ambiguous.
2. The study was limited to the accuracy of and ability of transfer
officials to provide data requested which was not readily avail-
able to the researcher. With respect to certain data, transfer
officials were only able to offer estimates.
3. The study was limited to the ability of the researcher to pre-
sent gathered data accurately, and to interpret gathered data
accurately. Certain data and findings in the study were gath-
ered under less than ideal conditions. The researcher was forced
by circumstances to obtain and record some information while
speaking on the phone, walking down hallways, and consuming
lunch with faculty participants.
4. The study was limited by the general reluctance of the University
faculty and moderate reluctance of the community college faculty
to participate in the study. As is evident in the study, the un-
willingness of faculty to either participate in the study or to
attempt certain tasks within the study prevented investigating
certain problems.
5. The definitions of terms as set forth in the study.
Further delimitations of the study are the following:
6. The study was conducted at one community college and one uni-
versity—Holyoke Community College and the University of
Massachusetts at Amherst.
7 . The faculty participants were limited to only those who hold
fuH-time positions and who instruct students in the intro-
ductory or beginning economics courses.
8. The attempt to articulate curriculum was limited to one course
—
the introduction to macroeconomics.
9. The researcher conducted the first trials in curriculum devel-
opment with the community college faculty before turning to the
University faculty.
10.
The researcher conducted the study at the same time he was a
full-time member of the Holyoke Community College faculty in
economics
.
ine study was finally limited to all the conditions which pre-
vailed during the time span of the study. These conditions included
teaching schedules of faculty, the reward system in effect at each of
the institutions for teaching faculty, changes in faculty assignments
and responsibilities, the faculty attitudes towards students, teaching,
education, and curriculum development. The study was also limited to
the attitudes of faculty members towards their colleagues in their own
institution and towards the members of the faculty in the other insti-
tution in the study. Lastly, the study was limited to the willingness
of the researcher to be flexible and to modify procedures as the need
arose.
Selection of a Community College and University
The two institutions selected at which the study was conducted
was the University of Massachusetts and Holyoke Community College. The
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University of Massachusetts is located in Amherst, Massachusetts, sev-
enteen miles north of Holyoke Community College which is located in
Holyoke, Massachusetts. The following is a description of the criteria
employed in selecting a community college:
1. The ease of physical access to the researcher;
2. The existence of transfer programs;
3. The size of the college in terms of student enrollment;
A. The number of students enrolled in transfer programs; and
5. The number of students who transferred in previous years.
Given that the researcher was a full-time member of the Holyoke
Community College faculty, physical access to the College provided ab-
solutely no problems to the researcher. Holyoke Community College of-
fers transfer programs in liberal arts, business, engineering, nursing,
music, and education. The College enrollment is approximately twenty-
three hundred full-time students which places it second in terms of stu-
dent enrollments among the community colleges in Massachusetts. The num-
ber of students enrolled in transfer programs in the fall semester of
19/1 was approximately eighteen hundred. In 1971, a total of 406 stu-
dents transferred to some seventy-seven institutions to further their
education; of this number, 149 students transferred to the University
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of Massachusetts at Amherst.
The following is a description of the criteria employed in se-
lecting a university:
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The sources of information on student enrollments and number
of transfers were the Registrar and Dean of Admissions at Holyoke
Community College, Holyoke, Massachusetts.
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1» The ease of physical access to the researcher;
2. Enrollment of transfer students; and
3* A relatively large number of the selected community college’s
transfers matriculate to the university.
Given the close physical proximity of the University of
Massachusetts to Holyoke Community College, and in addition given that
the researcher resided in Amherst, approximately three miles from the
University, afforded the researcher easy physical access to the insti-
tution. At the commencement of the study in 1971, approximately nine
hundred transfers from the thirteen community colleges in the Common-
wealth enrolled for the first time at the University on the Amherst
Campus. Although 406 Holyoke Community College students transferred
to a total of seventy-seven colleges and universities in 1971, 149 stu-
dents or approximately thirty-six percent of all college transfers en-
rolled at the University's Amherst Campus. The next largest group of
students who transferred to a given institution numbered only fifty-
six. This group transferred to Westfield State College, Westfield,
Massachusetts
.
In addition to the above mentioned reasons for selecting the
University of Massachusetts as the university at which to conduct the
study, the University of Massachusetts was the only public four-year
college or university in Massachusetts which had an office of transfer
affairs staffed with personnel who devoted their full attention to
transfer students and other matters pertaining to transfer.
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Selection of a Course for Which Curriculum
Was to be Articulated
The course selected for the purposes of the study is the "in-
troduction" to the principles of macroeconomics. This course met the
following criteria considered important by the researcher:
1. The course selected must be designated as a "core" course by
the receiving institution. The course selected met this re-
quirement. It is a required course for all students who trans-
fer to the School of Business at the university. For students
who do not transfer to the School of Business completion of the
selected course fulfills one of the social science requirements.
2 . Thg sclcctsd gouts g mus w bs one which i.s by 3l ^ nneb
°
r
of students who plan to transfer to the University of Massachusetts.
The course met this requirement. Approximately 650 Holyoke
Community College students who plan to transfer enroll in "Econ-
omics I" each year. Although all students who plan to transfer
do not, and although many of those who plan to transfer to the
University of Massachusetts are not accepted or change their
preference, the University is considered by many students with
respect to where they might transfer.
3. The researcher had to possess what he believed was sufficient
mastery of the body of knowledge in the subject matter area from
which the course curriculum was to be articulated in order to
"feel" comfortable while discussing the curriculum with other
faculty. The researcher holds a Masters degree in economics
and instructed students in economics at Holyoke Community College
for five years.
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A. The faculty responsible for instruction of the course to stu-
dents at each institution had to be at least four. Six faculty
members were assigned sections of the selected course at the
community college. Although the number of faculty who instruct
students in the selected course varies at the University, the
number is greater than four during any given semester.
Underlying Assumptions
This study has been predicated upon the following assumptions:
1. It is assumed that the process of inter-institutional transfer
can be improved upon.
2. It is assumed that state educators who have expressed interest
in the process of inter-institutional transfer and the Executive
Officers of the three sectors of public higher education who
have helped to establish committees to identify and investigate
problems relating to transfer wish to have a more reasonable set
of inter-institutional transfer policies developed than present-
ly exist.
3. It is assumed that the State Transfer Articulation Committee and
the Transfer Review Council will continue their attempts to
identify and to investigate problems relating to transfer.
A. It is assumed that the proposed methodology in the study is ap-
propriate for the outlined tasks.
5. It is assumed that members of the teaching faculty at both the
community college and university actively participate in cur-
riculum development.
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6. It is assumed that members of the teaching faculty in both the
community college and university have goals with respect to
what they expect students to gain or change in terms of know-
ledge, skills, abilities, attitudes, and beliefs as a result of
participating in a particular course. This assumption is made
regardless of whether faculty has operationalized those goals
or have permitted goals to exist in an ambiguous and "fuzzy"
state.
7. It is assumed that any course goal established by a faculty mem-
ber can be operationalized into statements in the form of behav-
ioral objectives.
8. It is assumed that the "underlying purpose of all education, for-
i.IOO
mal or informal, is to bring about change in students.
9. It is assumed that curriculum articulation will not be feasible
unless the respective faculty members are willing and able to
participate.
Design of the Study
Sub -Problem 1
—To establish rationales for and within the scope of stimuli
available to the researcher, develop a range of procedural alternatives
for utilizing behavioral objectives as a vehicle for curriculum articu-
lation.
100Cohen, Dateline 1 79 , op. cit ., p. xi.
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1. Based on a review of the literature relating to the community
college and curriculum theory and development, the researcher
established rationales for the utilization of behavioral objec-
tives as a vehicle for curriculum articulation between faculty
members of the Holyoke Community College Economics Department
and the faculty members of the University of Massachusetts
Economics Department.
2. The researcher attempted to develop a range of procedural alter-
natives for utilizing the concept of behavioral objectives as a
vehicle for curriculum articulation between the respective fac-
ulties by trial testing a selection of accepted procedures re-
lated to the drafting and refining of behavioral objectives.
The specific steps pursued for the stated purpose will become
evident in the following sub-problems and discussion which fol-
lows .
Sub-Problem 2
—To ascertain whether the stimuli at the researcher’s disposal
will illicit a favorable response from community college faculty to
voluntarily participate in the process of curriculum articulation.
1. A personal letter was sent to each community college faculty
member who instructed students in the selected course at Holyoke
Community College. The purpose of the letter was to inform the
faculty of the objectives and uniqueness of the proposed study.
In addition, the letter emphasized the interest displayed by
the segmental heads of public higher education in
Massachusetts
with reference to transfer articulation. The
communication also
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stressed the efforts made by the State Transfer Articulation
Committee and the Transfer Review Council members to improve
transfer articulation among the three sectors of public higher
education.
2. The researcher sent a written request to each faculty member
in economics for the purpose of urging faculty attendance at
a meeting at which time the study would be discussed in greater
detail including what specific tasks each faculty member would
be requested to perform.
3. The researcher met individually with each community college
faculty member in economics to personally request attendance
at the proposed meeting.
A. A time was established for a meeting of the members of the econ-
omics department which did not conflict with any other college
activities. The purposes of the scheduled meeting were to pre-
sent the reasons for the proposed study, to enlist the active
participation of the faculty, and to discuss any questions which
may have arisen.
5. The researcher sent personal letters to the Dean of the Faculty
and to the Chairman of the Division of Social Sciences at Holyoke
Community College informing them of the purposes of the proposed
study.
Measurement . In order to measure the favorableness of the re-
sponse from the Holyoke Community College economics faculty members to
participate voluntarily in the process of curriculum articulation, the
researcher recorded data on the following variables.
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1. The number of faculty members who stated verbally that they
would participate in the study;
2. The number of faculty members who attended group meetings
called by the researcher for the purpose of dealing with cur-
riculum articulation;
3. The number of faculty members who actively participated in
each of the steps in the proposed study;
4. The number of steps in the proposed study that were actively
begun by the faculty;
5. The number of steps in the proposed study that were completed
by the faculty;
6. The number of hours each faculty member devoted to the study;
7. The specific time periods during which the faculty members were
willing to participate in the study; that is, during regularly
scheduled office hours, weekends, evenings, vacations, and
holidays
;
8. The number of faculty members who attended work sessions
scheduled by the researcher which did not conflict with any
other scheduled college affairs;
9. The number of faculty members who were willing to follow or
attempt procedures suggested by the researcher;
10. The modifications in the process of curriculum articulation
suggested and pursued by the faculty; that is, the additions,
deletions, modifications, or rearrangement of any step, part
or procedure outlined by the researcher;
11. The quality of the faculty output in the professional judge-
ment of the researcher or individuals the researcher may have
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consulted with who are members of the graduate faculty of the
University of Massachusetts School of Education;
12. Reasons cited by faculty members which informed on their will-
ingness, or lack of it, to participate in the study.
Sub-Problem 3
—To ascertain whether the stimuli at the researcher's disposal
will illicit a favorable response from university faculty to partici-
pate voluntarily in the process of curriculum articulation.
1. The researcher sent a personal letter to the chairman of the
Department of Economics at the University of Massachusetts in
which the purposes of the proposed study were outlined and a
request for faculty participation was made. The letter con-
tained a request that the researcher be provided with a list
of faculty members who instruct students in the introductory
economics courses.
In an effort to have the proposed study receive positive
regard from the chairman of the Economics Department, the re-
searcher included in the letter a brief description of the ef-
forts and purposes of the State Transfer Articulation Committee
and Transfer Review Council. The letter also mentioned that
the President of the University, Dr. Robert Wood, was an ex-
ecutive officer of the Transfer Review Council, and that Pres-
ident Wood had displayed a keen interest in transfer articula-
tion.
2. The researcher next attempted to set a meeting date
with the
chairman of the Economics Department since no response
to the
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original letter had been received. The researcher was informed
by a secretary in the office of the Economics Department that
the chairman had taken a temporary leave of absence and that
the letter sent by the researcher had been forwarded to the
acting chairman. During this phone conversation, it was sug-
gested to the researcher that he contact the faculty member
designated as the acting chairman with regard to the proposed
study
.
3. The researcher sent to the acting chairman of the department
a letter in which the purposes of the study were recapitulated,
and another request for a list of faculty members was made.
4. The researcher was able to speak with the acting chairman of
the department who informed the researcher that he would be
willing to meet at a later date to discuss the proposed study.
The researcher was told to call for an appointment at a later
date.
5. The researcher called the above mentioned individual for the
purpose of setting a meeting date to discuss the proposed study.
The acting chairman related that he was in the process of moving to
another position and would not be able to lend support to the
proposed study. The researcher was informed at this time that
a faculty member had been appointed to be in charge of the un-
dergraduate economics curriculum and that the researcher should
contact the designated faculty member.
6. The researcher was able to meet with the faculty member in
charge of the undergraduate curriculum in economics.
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Measurement
. In order to measure the favorableness of the re-
sponse from the University of Massachusetts economics faculty members
to participate voluntarily in the process of curriculum articulation,
the researcher recorded data on the following variables:
1. The number of faculty members who stated verbally that they
would participate in the study;
The number of faculty members who attended group meetings called
by the researcher for the purpose of dealing with curriculum ar-
ticulation
;
3. The number of faculty members who actively participated in each
of the steps in the proposed study;
4. The number of steps in the proposed study that were actively be-
gun by the faculty;
5. The number of steps in the proposed study that were completed
by the faculty;
6. The number of hours each faculty member devoted to the study;
7. The specific time periods during which the faculty members were
willing to participate in the study; that is, during regularly
scheduled office hours, weekends, evenings, vacations, and
holidays
;
8. The number of faculty members who attended work sessions which
did not conflict with other college affairs;
9. The number of faculty members who were willing to follow or
attempt procedures suggested by the researcher;
10.
The modifications in the process of curriculum articulation
suggested and pursued by the faculty; that is, the additions,
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deletions, modifications, or rearrangement of any step, part
or procedure outlined by the researcher;
11. The quality of the faculty output in the professional judge-
ment of the researcher or individuals, with whom the researcher
may have consulted, who are members of the graduate faculty of
the University of Massachusetts, School of Education.
12. Reasons cited by faculty members in regard to their willing-
ness, or lack of it, to participate in the study.
Sub-Problem 4
To determine the extent to which the community college faculty
will voluntarily follow the "Tyler Rationale" in order to derive behav-
ioral objectives.
1. Each faculty member was requested to read a brief description
of the "Tyler Rationale" which was prepared and supplied by
the researcher. The reading material contained a list of the
steps in the "Tyler Rationale" and the purposes of each step.
2. The researcher met with the faculty as a group and on an in-
dividual basis to review the "Tyler Rationale" and to discuss
any questions the faculty had with reference to either the
rationale or to its implementation in the process of curricu-
lum articulation.
3. The researcher outlined for the participants the procedures he
thought would be best suited to the accomplishment of each step
in the "Tyler Rationale."
4. The community college faculty members with whom the researcher
was able to meet were asked whether they were willing to attempt
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to proceed to accomplish the steps in the "Tyler Rationale"
utilizing the methods outlined by the researcher. Faculty
members were encouraged by the researcher to share any thoughts
they had at that time relating to any part of the rationale,
the procedures outlined by the researcher, and to offer sug-
gestions for alternatives.
Measurement
. In order to be able to determine the extent to
which the community college faculty followed the "Tyler Rationale,"
the following information was recorded:
1. The specific steps in the "Tyler Rationale" the faculty members
were voluntarily willing to follow to completion;
O
L. • ocuuy yen. ucipdu l5 i till Zed lO accomplish the
steps completed;
3. The specific steps the faculty would not attempt to accomplish;
4. The specific steps attempted but not completed;
5. The methods utilized in the steps attempted but not completed;
6. Whether the efforts of the participants resulted in the drafting
of specific behavioral objectives;
7. The number of faculty members who participated in each step;
8. Comments and observations by the researcher on faculty behav-
ior relative to the willingness of the faculty to follow vol-
untarily the "Tyler Rationale" and to derive behavioral objec-
tives.
Sub -Problem 5
—To study whether community college faculty will voluntarily em-
ploy the "Hutchinson Model," "The Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts,
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Tyler Rationale" as a means of operationalizing general
objectives
,
or goals, into behavioral objectives in a systematic man-
ner.
1. Each of the community college faculty members who were partici-
pating in the study were supplied with a photostat copy of the
instrument, "The Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts." In
addition, the participants were supplied with information that
included a discussion of the various uses to which the instru-
ment had been put, an illustration of the instrument applied to
a specific goal, and a warning that the instrument had to be
experienced to be better comprehended.
2. The communitv colleee facultv narticinanf.fi were renuefited to
« W » 1 A
attend a group meeting for the purpose of attempting a trial
exercise of operationalizing a course goal, selected by the
faculty members utilizing the "Hutchinson Model."
Measurement . In an attempt to provide information on the above
stated inquiry, the researcher recorded the following:
1. The number of faculty members who attended the meeting called
for the purpose of experiencing a trial exercise of operation-
alizing a course goal utilizing the "Hutchinson Model;"
2. The number of faculty who voluntarily participated in the trial
exercise;
3. The number of faculty members who expressed their willingness
to utilize the instrument as a means of generating behavioral
objectives
;
4. The number of faculty members who refused to
utilize the in-
strument in order to generate behavioral objectives;
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5. The number of faculty who selected methods other than those
ou^^^ne<^ ^-n t^ie Hutchinson Model" as a means of operational-
izing general course objectives into behavioral objectives;
6. The number of faculty who completed the task of operational-
izing general course objectives and who did so while utilizing
the "Hutchinson Model;"
The number of faculty who completed the operationalization pro-
cess utilizing procedures other than the "Hutchinson Model;"
8. The number of faculty members who did not complete the opera-
tionalization process.
Sub-Problem 6
—To determine the extent to which the university faculty will
voluntarily follow the "Tyler Rationale" in order to derive behavioral
objectives
.
1. The researcher requested of the university faculty members,
with whom he was able to gain an audience, that they read a
brief description of the "Tyler Rationale" which was prepared
and supplied by the researcher. The reading material included
a list of the steps in the rationale as well as the purposes
of each.
2. Each faculty member who met with the researcher was asked by
the researcher to note any questions he had with reference to
the "Tyler Rationale," or regarding its implementation in cur-
riculum articulation.
3. The researcher sought to discover whether the university faculty
alternatives to any step or steps proposed by Tyler.might suggest
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Measurement . The extent to which the university faculty was
^o follow the "Tyler Rationale" was measured by collecting
data on the following variables: 101 • •
The specific steps in the "Tyler Rationale" university faculty
members were willing to follow to completion;
2. The specific steps the university faculty would not attempt to
deal with;
3. The specific steps the faculty attempted but did not complete;
4. The methods utilized by the university faculty to deal with
those steps not completed;
5. Whether the efforts of the university faculty who participated
in the study resulted in the drafting of specific behavioral
objectives
;
6. The number of faculty who participated in each step attempted;
7. Observations of the researcher relative to the behavior of uni-
versity faculty in regard to the willingness of the university
faculty to follow the "Tyler Rationale" and to derive behavioral
objectives
.
Sub-Problem 7
—To study whether university faculty will voluntarily employ
the "Hutchinson Model," "The Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts,"
within the "Tyler Rationale" as a means of operationalizing general
^•01
The methodology described in sub-problem six deviates from
the methodology utilized by the researcher in sub-problem four due to
the unwillingness of the university faculty to cooperate in the attempt
to articulate curriculum.
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course objectives, or goals, into behavioral objectives in a system-
atic manner.
Although university faculty members who were willing to meet
with the researcher were supplied with the same materials as were the
community college participants, the researcher was not able to inves-
tigate the above sub-problem. Given that university faculty members
would not explicitly state goals and present them to the researcher,
and given that the faculty members with whom the researcher was allowed
to meet were opposed to the utilization of behavioral objectives as a
means for curriculum articulation, the researcher felt forced to fore-
go any further pursuit of university faculty behavior relative to the
utilization of the "Hut ch inson Model," "The Operationalization of Fuzzy
Concepts ."
Sub-Problem 8
—To ascertain whether community college faculty members will vol-
untarily reach unambiguous agreement among themselves with reference to
a set of behavioral objectives for a particular course.
1. The researcher prepared a master list of behavioral objectives
which represented the behavioral objectives generated by each
of the community college study participants.
2. Each member of the Holyoke Community College faculty in econ-
omics was provided with a copy of the master list of behavioral
objectives
.
3. The faculty members were requested by the researcher
to note
which items appearing on the master list they wanted
included
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or excluded from the course curriculum. In addition, the fac-
ulty members were asked to note any item they wished to dis-
cuss with their colleagues.
4. The researcher informed the faculty members of his desire to
have them complete the above tasks promptly so that he would
have sufficient time in which to prepare a second master list
depicting the agreement of faculty with reference to the behav-
ioral objectives the faculty members wanted to be included in
the curriculum of the economics course. The researcher informed
each faculty member that he would be willing to pick up the
materials at the individual’s home if that proved to be more
convenient to faculty members.
5. Because faculty members failed to comply with the above request,
the researcher was not able to prepare a second master list.
The researcher sought to discover whether there existed problems
regarding the master list, or the directions to the faculty as
presented by the researcher which would account for the lack
I
of cooperation.
6. Four community college faculty members in economics met with
the researcher two week prior to the beginning of the fall,
1972 semester for the purpose of selecting a set of behavioral
objectives from the original master list prepared by the re-
searcher. At this meeting, the researcher encouraged the fac-
ulty present to determine how they wished to proceed with the
task of selecting behavioral objectives.
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7. The faculty present at the meeting agreed to the following
with respect to how they would select behavioral objectives
to be included in the course curriculum:
a. Faculty members would place a mark next to those items
they wanted to be included in the course curriculum.
b. An item would be included in the course curriculum as
long as four of the five faculty present had checked the
item.
c. At the completion of this exercise, the faculty would pre-
sent arguments for why certain behavioral objectives should
be included or deleted from the curriculum, if any faculty
8. The researcher recorded the set of behavioral objectives agreed
to by the faculty participants.
Sub-Problem 9
—To ascertain whether university faculty members in economics
will voluntarily reach unambiguous agreement among themselves with
reference to a set of behavioral objectives for a particular course.
Given that university faculty in economics were unwilling to
state course goals or objectives in operationalized or behavioral terms,
precluded any further study of the above sub-problem. The researcher
did note certain remarks made by university faculty members which, in
the opinion of the researcher* do reflect on the attitudes of at least
some members of the university faculty in economics in relation to
the
above stated sub-problem. These remarks by faculty will be
presented
in which the findings of the study are discussed.in the chapter
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Sub-Problem 10
To determine the willingness of community college faculty to
voluntarily prepare a descriptive document of the agreed upon course
curriculum, and to submit the document to university faculty for crit-
ical evaluation and/or to provide information to university faculty.
1. The researcher met with the community college economics fac-
ulty for the purpose of discussing what the researcher thought
constituted the desirableness of preparing and submitting a
descriptive document of the agreed upon course curriculum to
the members of the university economics faculty;
2. The community college faculty was requested to prepare a writ-
ten document by the researcher;
3. The faculty was polled in an attempt to determine what specific
information they thought should be included in a written docu-
ment which would describe the course curriculum;
4. The researcher polled the community college faculty in econ-
omics to determine whether or not they were willing to request
a critical evaluation by their university peers.
The willingness of the community college economics faculty to
voluntarily prepare a descriptive document of the agreed upon course
curriculum, and to submit the document to the university economics fac
ulty for critical evaluation and/or to provide information to university
economics faculty was determined by recording information relating to
the following:
1. Whether faculty members actively participate in the task
of
preparing a document;
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2. The number of faculty who participate in the preparation of
the document;
3. The specific items the community college faculty agreed to in-
clude in the document;
4. The specific questions the faculty wished to present to their
university peers with reference to the course curriculum.
Sub-Problem 11
—To determine the willingness of university faculty to voluntar-
ily prepare a descriptive document of the agreed upon course curriculum,
and to submit the document to community college faculty for critical
evaluation and/or to provide information to community college faculty.
Given the unwillingness of the university economics faculty to
attempt to reach any type of agreement with respect to course curricu-
lum, the researcher was not able to study the above sub-problem as it
is stated. The efforts of the researcher were thus directed towards
determining whether or not the university economics faculty, either as
a group or as individuals, would present to the community college fac-
ulty any form of written communication in which the university faculty
would describe the course curriculum for the purpose of seeking crit-
ical evaluation, or simply to provide information.
1. The researcher met with the two faculty who had displayed some
interest in the study to discuss the desirability of the uni-
versity faculty to submit to community college faculty a writ-
ten description of the course curriculum.
2. The researcher agreed with the suggestion by one of the members
of the Economics Department that he seek input from his colleagues
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regarding their opinions on what the course goals should be
and what students should learn, and that the faculty member
would then put the collected information into a written paper
which would first be submitted to the university faculty and
then to community college faculty for information.
3. Repeated efforts by the researcher to receive written commun-
ication from university faculty regarding course curriculum
produced no results. These efforts included telephoning fac-
ulty members, visiting faculty during their posted office hours,
and sending written requests for information.
At the request of one member of the university Economics Depart-
ment, the researcher sent a written request for information on the course
curriculum on official Transfer Review Council stationery. The letter
was sent to the faculty member by the researcher in the researcher’s
capacity as the community college faculty representative to the Transfer
Review Council.
Sub-Problem 12
—To determine the willingness of university economics faculty to
critically evaluate the course curriculum submitted by community college
economics faculty.
1. The researcher provided the university faculty in economics
with a written list of course goals, the complete set of be-
havioral objectives drafted, and the set of behavioral objec-
tives agreed to be the community college faculty in economics
who participated in the study.
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2. The researcher met with members of the university faculty in
economics to discuss the materials submitted and to record
faculty reactions to the curriculum.
Measurement
. The researcher, in order to provide information
regarding faculty willingness to critically evaluate the curriculum of
the community college course, recorded the following:
1. The number of faculty members who met with the researcher to
discuss the curriculum;
2. The actual written feedback received from university faculty;
3. Comments made by university faculty to the researcher with re-
spect to their willingness to critically evaluate the curricu-
Sub-Problem 13
—To determine the willingness of the community college economics
faculty to critically evaluate the course curriculum submitted by the
university economics faculty.
Given that the university economics faculty was not wr'lling to
state in writing what the course curriculum consisted of, the researcher
was not able to study the above question.
Sub-Problem 14
—To determine the willingness of community college faculty to
voluntarily modify the proposed curriculum based on feedback contained
in the critical evaluation by university economics faculty.
Given the lack of response by university faculty to evaluate
the course curriculum presented by the community college faculty,
the
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researcher was not able to draw any conclusions with respect to the
above stated sub-problem.
Sub-Problem 15
To determine the willingness of university faculty to voluntar-
ily modify the proposed curriculum based on feedback contained in the
critical evaluation by community college faculty.
Again, the unwillingness of the university economics faculty to
draft a course curriculum in an explicit form prevented an investigation
into the above stated sub-problem.
Sub-Problem 16
—To determine the willingness of community college and university
faculty in economics to voluntarily meet for the purpose of attempting
to reach unambiguous agreement with reference to course objectives.
1. The researcher inquired of the community college economics fac-
ulty as to their willingness to attend a joint meeting of the
two faculties for the above stated purpose.
2. After having secured a \ erbal commitment from the community col-
lege economics faculty to attend a joint meeting with university
faculty in economics, the researcher sought permission from the
community college divisional chairman to inform the faculty that
if it proved necessary, classes might be suspended in order that
the faculty would be able to participate in the meeting.
3. The researcher met with two members of the university Economics
Department to discuss the possibility of a joint meeting of the
two faculties. The results of these discussions, in addition to
other factors, are discussed in the findings of the study.
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Measurement
. In order to ascertain the willingness of the
two faculties to meet for the above stated purpose, the following in-
formation was reported:
1. A summary of conversations which took place between the re-
searcher and community college and university faculty members;
2. Whether or not the meeting took place.
Sub-Problem 17
—To determine the extent to which the community college and uni-
versity faculties in economics are able to reach unambiguous agreement
with reference to course objectives.
For the purposes of this study, the above was determined from
prior actions of the two faculties; that is, certain tasks not being
met by faculty precluded any further study into the question of the two
faculties to reach unambiguous agreement with reference to course objec
tives
.
CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
Sub-Problem 1
—To establish rationales for and within the scope of stimuli
available to the researcher, develop a range of procedural alternatives
for utilizing behavioral objectives as a vehicle for curriculum articu-
lation.
At the time this study was initiated, there existed no process
—
formal or otherwise—through which information was provided to faculty
members or administrators in community colleges, four—vear col-
leges and state universities with reference to faculty expectations of
student learning in the principles of economics courses other than what
one may wish to assume from course descriptions appearing in college
catalogs. Past attempts by faculty members in economics from the uni-
versity and community colleges to meet for the purpose of discussing
the curriculum of the introductory economics courses amounted to little
more than social hours. At the joint faculty meetings, faculty would
proclaim the existence of a need for innovation in the economics cur-
riculum and would then proceed to discuss the readings assigned to stu-
dents, the broad subject matter areas "covered" by faculty, and what
particular teaching methodologies each found most suitable.
During the 1969-1970 academic year, Professor William Lauroesch
of the School of Education at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst
brought together a group of university and community college economics
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instructional personnel for the purpose of attempting to help the fac-
ulty from the two sectors of public higher education to exchange with
each other and to reach tentative agreement with respect to course
goals. The question, "What do you want your students to be able to do
as a result of taking your course?"102 was met with mostly silence from
the faculty gathered. For the remainder of the meeting, discussion fo-
cused on items other than course goals or faculty expectations of stu-
dent learning.
It appeared to this participant in the meetings referred to
that a major reason for the lack of actual accomplishment was that the
respective faculties, both as groups and as individual faculty members,
had not identified course goals and learning objectives in a clear and
unambiguous manner. It became apparent that to expect faculty members
to convey to one another something that they had not yet made clear for
themselves was asking a bit too much, too soon, from too many.
Based on the literature on the community college and curriculum
development and theory, it was concluded that in order for curriculum
articulation between faculties to result in something more than an ex-
change of generalities dealing with the subject matter the faculty mem-
bers devoted time to in their classrooms, the faculty members would
have to be willing to draft a list of course goals and to then oper-
ationalize the goals in the form of behavioral objectives which are
precise statements of "what students ought to know, be able to to, pre-
.
. .
1,103
fer or believe as a consequence of instruction.
102
Goodlad, loc. cit .
103J. Goodlad, Final Report Contract No. F8E-8024, Project
No. 254, Institute of Development of Educational Activities, UCLA,
1966, pp. 34-35.
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Because it was deemed to be impractical to attempt to move all
faculty members within an institution to agree on all course goals,
indeed possibly undesirable, the study was geared so that only those
goals to which all faculty members within a given institution agreed
as ones which should be included in the course curriculum would be op-
erationalized. The intent of the study was to have each set of faculty
generate a set of operationalized course goals in the form of behavior-
al objectives which would represent the minimum set of student learning
expected by all faculty of all students. No attempt was made by the re-
searcher to "tell" other faculty members what their students should be
expected to learn.
The rationale for the utilization of behavioral objectives as a
vehicle for curriculum articulation is that the behavioral objective ex-
presses expected student behavior and the context in which the behavior
is to take place at the termination of a unit or course of study. Ac-
cording to James Popham, "in a properly stated objective, the nature of
learner behavior change which the instructor hopes to bring about is
clearly delineated. To the degree that the objective unambiguously com-
municates (to others) the nature of an instructional intent, it is ade-
104
quate. ..." Given that past attempts by faculty members in econ-
omics at the University of Massachusetts and at various community colleges
to articulate curriculum had not produced results which included faculty
expectations of student learning but rather concentrated on faculty in-
structional behavior, the utilization of behavioral objectives, it was
10
^James Popham, "Objectives and Instruction," in AREA Mono-
graph Series on Curriculum Evaluation No. 3, Instructional Objectives,
(Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1969), p. 37.
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reasoned, would facilitate curriculum articulation by encouraging fac-
ulty members to express, in terms of student behavior, what they ex-
pected their students to be able to do or know as a consequence of in-
struction.
It is not argued in this dissertation that faculty should not
devote time and effort to the improvement of instruction. On the con-
trary, the position taken in the dissertation is that to discuss the
means employed to attain instructional ends, without first operation-
alizing what those ends are, is an exercise in futility.
The attempt to develop a range of procedural alternatives for
utilizing behavioral objectives as a vehicle for curriculum articula-
tion between the respective groups of faculty members by trial testing
a selection of accepted procedures relating to the drafting and refin-
ing of behavioral objectives produced, at best, limited results in terms
of curriculum articulation.
The findings of the study reveal that community college faculty
members will attempt to articulate curriculum within a department util-
izing behavioral objectives as vehicle for the curriculum articulation.
The university faculty studied in this dissertation would not utilize
behavioral objectives, or any other means, to articulate curriculum
within their own department. Needless to say, curriculum articulation
between the two faculty groups in this study did not result. Based on
the data which follows, it was concluded that the utilization of behav-
ioral objectives as a vehicle for curriculum articulation between the
community college and university faculties is an idea which would not
work under the conditions present in the study.
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Sub-Problem 2
—To ascertain whether the stimuli at the researcher’s disposal
will illicit a favorable response from community college faculty to
participate voluntarily in the process of curriculum articulation.
1. All five members of the Holyoke Community College faculty
stated verbally that they were willing to participate in the
study. The actual participation of faculty members was much
less than would be necessary to complete the task.
2. The researcher was not able to implement the concept of group
meetings of the faculty with any substantial degree of success.
On only two occasions was attendance as large as four-fifths of
cue i aCUx ty . Only one member of the faculty attended all meet-
ings called by the researcher. One faculty member did not at-
tend any meetings called by the researcher. Attendance at the
group meetings is shown in Table I:
TABLE I
MEETING ATTENDANCE 0? COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY
Meeting Number of Faculty
In Attendance
1 4 (4/5)
2 3 (3/5)
3 1 (1/5)
4 2 (2/5)
5 3 (3/5)
6 4 (4/5)
N = 5
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These meetings were arranged for times during which faculty
members had no prior classroom or committee assignments. Fac-
ulty members were encouraged by the researcher to suggest times
that would be convenient for them.
3. No single faculty member participated in all of the proposed
steps in the study.
4. The steps in the study started by each faculty member are sum-
marized below:
a. Four faculty members were willing to read a brief descrip-
tion of the "Tyler Rationale" as outlined by the researcher.
x
b. None of the faculty members were willing to gather informa-
tion from data sources discussed by Tyler. The participants
agreed that data was a necessary component of curriculum de-
velopment, but that the time required would be too much for
the faculty to spare.
Given the unwillingness of the faculty to develop data
sources and to collect data, the researcher suggested that
the faculty already possessed much data on studen'.s, and
that the faculty could be considered subject matter experts
in economics for the purposes of developing curriculum.
What followed was that the faculty, with one exception, at
the request of the researcher, prepared a list of observa-
tions on students in order to demonstrate that much data on
students was already available,
c. Four faculty members agreed to draft a tentative list of
goals. The goals drafted were not inferred from
\
course
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hard data, but rather were based on the faculty perceptions
of students and the faculty perceptions of student needs
relative to the subject matter of economics.
d. Three faculty members stated that they read the description
of the "Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts" distributed
by the researcher. The three faculty members then met with
the researcher for the purpose of experiencing a trial ex-
ercise in operationalizing a course goal utilizing the
Hutchinson instrument.
e. Only one faculty member agreed to utilize the "Hutchinson
instrument"as a means of operationalizing course goals into
behavioral objectives. Three faculty members stated that
they would attempt to operationalize course goals into be-
havioral objectives but would not utilize the Hutchinson
instrument.
f. All faculty members refused to participate in developing
either a philosophical or psychological screen through which
objectives could be filtered for the purpose of deciding
which ones the faculty would include in the course curricu-
lum.
g. Only one faculty member devoted much time to operationaliz-
ing the course goals into sets of behavioral objectives.
Participation by the other three faculty members in the
process of generating behavioral objectives was limited to
each faculty member drafting only a few objectives.
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h. Four of the five members of the economics department, in
addition to the researcher, were able to reach agreement
with reference to a set of behavioral objectives.
i. The faculty members would not actively participate in the
task of drafting a document for the purpose of describing
the curriculum.
j • Given that no feedback was received from the university
economics faculty with reference to the curriculum drafted
by the community college faculty, it was not possible to
report on the willingness of the community college faculty
to modify the curriculum based on feedback from the univer-
sity faculty.
k. Given that the university economics faculty did not draft
a curriculum, it was not possible to report on the willing-
ness of the community college faculty to critically evaluate
the curriculum drafted by university economics faculty.
l. Given the unwillingness of the university economics faculty
to participate in the study, the purpose of a joint meeting
of the two faculty groups was lost. The community college
faculty stated that they would attend such a meeting if one
were held but given that a joint meeting was not called by
the researcher, the willingness of the faculty to attend
was not tested in terms of behavior; that is, actual atten-
dance.
5. The number of steps in the study completed by the faculty:
a. Read the "Tyler Rationale." \
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b. Drafted a list of course goals.
c. Generated a set of behavioral objectives.
d. Reached agreement with reference to which specific behav-
ioral objectives were to be included in the course curric-
ulum.
The number of hours each faculty member devoted to the study
is shown in Table II: 105
TABLE II
FACULTY TIME DEVOTED TO STUDY
Faculty Member Hours Devoted
To Study
#1
#2
#3
#4
if 5
119
19
3
18
28
7. The specific time periods during which faculty would participate
in the study:
#1 — participated during office hours, evenings, summer vaca-
tion, and whenever meetings were called. The participant
stated that he was not willing to meet on weekends, but <
did work on tasks related to the study on certain weekends.
l^The number of hours reported are not all "work" or efficient
hours. The number of hours reported simply refers to all the time spent
by faculty including time spent on arguing against participation.
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#2 — would devote time during office hours. Stated that he
preferred to work by himself in his own home. This par-
ticipant was not willing to meet or to participate in
the study except when he was in his words, "in the mood."
#3 — not willing to participate in the study. Would spend
time with the candidate discussing curriculum during
office hours
,
but would not attend any meetings or de-
vote any other time or effort to the study.
//4 — would meet during office hours and was willing to meet
in his own home during specified times to devote attention
to curriculum articulation. This faculty member was not
willing to spend mere than ninety minutes at any one time
on the study.
//5 — would meet during office hours only if he was "free."
a. Weekends — For the most part, faculty members were not
willing to devote time to the study on weekends.
b. School Hours — During the academic year, the response from
the faculty to work on curriculum articulation was generally
poor with the exception that faculty would meet with the re-
searcher during their office hours. The following may help
to elaborate on the problem:
(1) With one exception, the researcher observed that the
faculty studied "fit" office hours around their class
schedules; that is, faculty would arrive at the college
minutes before their first class of the day and leave
the college shortly after the end of their last class
of the day.
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(2) Faculty members will remain at the college or arrive
early if they have officially been assigned to a com-
or special task by their divisional chairman,
dean, or president of the college. Attendance of fac-
ulty at committee meetings is kept and reported to the
divisional chairman.
(3) Faculty members would meet during office hours to work
on curriculum development, but only if they had com-
pleted their class preparations, grading and meetings
with students.
c. Summer — The faculty members, when requested to state a time
preference for participating in the study, indicated that the
summer months would be the best time to work on curriculum
development. However, when called upon to participate dur-
ing the summer months, most of the faculty members cited a
number of reasons for not being able to do so during the sum-
mer months. The following is a partial list of reasons cited
by faculty for not being able to devote time and effort to
curriculum development during the summer:
(1) Work on garden
(2) Work on home repairs
(3) Going on vacation
(4) Illness in the family
(5) Recuperating from summer vacation
(6) Busy looking for summer job
(7) Starting construction business
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(8) Too hot to work on curriculum in the summer
(9) Not paid to work during the summer
(10) Just plain sick of college
(11) Busy preparing courses for fall semester
(12) No one gives a damn what I do for the college
8. The number of faculty who attended work sessions scheduled by
the researcher which did not conflict with any college assign-
ments :
Attendance at group meetings was approximately fifty percent
of the economics faculty. The same individuals did not al-
ways attend the sessions.
3. The number of faculty members who were willing to follow proce-
dures suggested by the researcher:
Only one faculty member would follow, with any regularity,
procedures suggested by the researcher.
10. The modifications in the process of curriculum articulation sug-
gested and pursued by the faculty; that is, the additions, dele-
tions and modifications in the procedures outlined by the re-
searcher:
a. The faculty suggested no additions to the procedural steps
in the study other than to state rather strongly, in the
opinion of the researcher, their belief that faculty members
should be provided with data on students in order to develop
curriculum.
b. The faculty would not develop or gather data on students
which would suggest student needs. With one exception, the
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faculty members would not operationalize course goals into
behavioral objectives. The faculty did not develop screens
for the objectives drafted, nor were the faculty members
to draft a descriptive document of the course cur-
riculum.
The modifications in the study centered around the methods
employed by faculty to draft course goals and in the oper-
ationalization process. The course goals drafted by faculty
were not inferred from data collected by faculty, but repre-
sented what the faculty "felt" represented student needs.
The faculty appeared to follow a rule of thumb with respect
to the stating of goals and the eventual operationalization
of those goals which was that subject matter which had not
previously been included in the curriculum would not become
part of the. curriculum in the future. In other words, the
faculty, in the opinion of the researcher, appeared willing
to operationalize only what they perceived themselves to
have presented to s zudents in the past in terms of subject
matter. Faculty members on a number of occasions voiced
strong objection to including behavioral objectives in the
curriculum when the content of the objective included sub-
ject matter not previously included in the curriculum. In
fact, an objection raised by some of the community college
faculty with respect to the utilization of the "Hutchinson in-
strument" was that in their view, the instrument "leads us"
into subject matter which should not be included in the
course. Rather than operationalizing proposed course goals
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into their component parts and deriving a set of behavioral
objectives, the actions of the faculty more closely resembled
an attempt to fit past test questions and student assign-
ments to course goals, although these items were stated in
the form of behavioral objectives.
The quality of the faculty output in the professionals judgement
of the researcher: The output of the faculty with respect to
the behavioral objectives drafted were judged by the researcher
to be correctly stated. In most cases, the behavioral objectives
contained the expected student behavior and the context in which
the student was to perform. The quality of the output of the
faculty was lacking in Letais of the faculty not being willing
to allow behavioral objectives to be included in the curriculum
which did not "fit" with faculty perceptions of what faculty had
included in the curriculum in the past.
12. Recorded observations of faculty by the researcher which, in the
estimation of the researcher, helped to inform on the willing-
ness of the community college faculty to participate in the pro-
cess of curriculum development and articulation:
a. The community college economics faculty in the study when
asked to describe curriculum in terms of learner behavior,
not faculty behavior, displayed visible evidence of being
upset. During a session in which faculty were asked to
draft tentative course goals, faculty members were observed
to be cursing, tearing up paper, frowning, and walking out
of the room. It took a number of efforts by the researcher
during this session to move the faculty from discussing
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what was wrong with students and administrators to the task
at hand.
b. The faculty often became quite negative whenever approached
by the researcher. Typical faculty comments included the
following
:
(1) Our students are so lazy—why should we waste our time
on this stuff?
(2) Students don't study no matter what we do.
(3) Students don't care about curriculum; they just want
"gut" courses.
(4) All this administration cares about is that we don't
rock the boat.
(5) Our evaluations don't take curriculum development into
account, so why bother with it?
(6) I received a good evaluation—why should I spend time
on curriculum work?
(7) If I got a decent salary, I might be more enthusiastic
about doing something for this place.
c. The faculty did devote time and energy to taking courses at
the university. On a number of occasions, the researcher
was told by faculty members that time devoted to additional
credits or degrees would help them more than getting involved
in curriculum work.
d. A major complaint made by faculty was that the task of cur-
riculum development was too time-consuming.
e. Faculty members objected to the idea of behavioral objectives
on the grounds that they do not allow the faculty member
"freedom" to do what he wants to do.
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Sub-Problem 3
To ascertain whether the stimuli at the researcher's disposal
illicit a favorable response from university faculty to partici-
pate voluntarily in the process of curriculum articulation.
Based on the information presented below, it is concluded that
given the stimuli at the researcher's disposal, the university faculty
in economics was not willing to participate voluntarily in the process
of curriculum articulation.
The number of faculty members who stated their willingness to
participate in the study: No university faculty members stated
that they would be willing to participate in the study as it
was outlined by the researcher. Three university faculty mem-
bers did state that they would be willing to participate in an
attempt to improve curriculum articulation.
2. The number of faculty members who were willing to attend group
meetings: All attempts by the researcher to meet with groups
of faculty members failed. The researcher was told by the fac-
ulty member in charge of the undergraduate curriculum that
since time was in short supply, it would take a miracle to get
the faculty to meet as a group.
3. The number of faculty members who actively participated in each
of the steps in the proposed study: No university faculty mem-
bers were willing to participate in any of the proposed steps
in the study.
The number of steps in the study that were actively begun by
the faculty: The members of the faculty with whom the
4 .
96
researcher was able to meet were more willing to talk about
curriculum than to actually participate in the process of cur-
riculum development and articulation. Two members of the uni-
versity faculty did "look over" the curriculum developed by
the Holyoke Community College participants as a first step
towards evaluating the curriculum. In addition, one university
faculty member attempted to list some course goals.
5. The number of steps in the proposed study that were completed
by the faculty: No steps in the proposed study were completed
by any member (s) of the university faculty.
6. The number of hours each faculty member devoted to the study:
The researcher spent approximately six hours with two faculty
members which were devoted to a discussion of curriculum de-
velopment and the need for improved curriculum articulation.
The two faculty members reported that they spent two afternoons
together during which time they discussed matters relevant to
the study. It was estimated by the faculty that approximately
five to six hours were expended in the manner described. In
addition, one of the faculty members wrote a paper in the form
of comments after reviewing the curriculum developed at the
community college. The amount of time devoted to the review
cannot be accurately estimated by the researcher.
7. The specific time periods during which the faculty members
were willing to participate in the study: The only time periods
during which faculty would agree to meet with the researcher,
with each other for the purposes of the study, or to devote
other time to the study was during office hours. Although
the
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faculty with whom the researcher met suggested that they would
be willing to meet at an off-campus location at times agreeable
to both the researcher and to the university faculty, attempts
by the researcher to secure such a meeting time never produced
results
.
8. The number of faculty who would attend work sessions which did
not conflict with other college affairs: None.
9. The number of faculty members who were willing to follow, or
attempt, procedures suggested by the researcher: None of the
university faculty members were willing to follow or attempt
procedures suggested by the researcher.
10.
The modifications in the process of curriculum articulation sug-
gested and pursued by the faculty; that is, the additions, dele-
tions and modifications or rearrangement of any step, part or
procedure outlined by the researcher:
a. The University faculty with whom the researcher met stated
their dislike for the concept of the behavioral objective.
The university participants stated that they would not gen-
erate behavioral objectives, but that they would be willing
to draft a list of course goals. This was not actively
pursued by the faculty member who offered to draft the
course goals.
b. One faculty member suggested that university faculty members
should write short papers in which they state the rationale
for basing the curriculum upon specific goals. It was then
suggested by the faculty member that the two faculties
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could meet in an attempt to reach agreement on course cur-
riculum. This suggestion did not materialize into any-
thing concrete.
c. Another suggestion was offered by the faculty member in
charge of the undergraduate curriculum to the effect that
the faculty member would attempt to gather from the faculty
the goals each faculty member thought should be included in
the course curriculum. The proposer would then summarize
the feedback received, in the form of a paper, send copies
to the Holyoke economics faculty, and arrange for a joint
meeting. The university faculty made no input when re-
quested to do so by the individual in charge of the under-
graduate curriculum and the original proposal by the uni-
versity faculty member ended there.
11. The quality of the faculty output in the professional judgement
of the researcher: In terms of the study, the university fac-
ulty produced nothing which could be judged in terms of its
quality.
12. Observations of university faculty by the researcher, which in
the opinion of the researcher, help to inform on the willing-
ness of the university faculty to participate in the study:
a. The university faculty members with whom the researcher
spoke often mentioned how busy they were with other activ-
ities .
b. One faculty member related that he did not think that the
university administration was really concerned with good
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instruction and curriculum development. The individual
cited the lack of attention devoted to curriculum devel-
opment and instruction insofar as faculty evaluation was
conducted. This same faculty member stated that he be-
lieved that statements by university administrators con-
cerning the need for good instruction were made for public
consumption.
c. One faculty member claimed that he wanted to be requested
to participate by receiving a written letter on official
Transfer Review Council stationery.
d. The two university faculty members with whom the researcher
met both criticized the university administration for not
allocating more resources to the tasks of curriculum de-
velopment and the improvement of instruction.
e. The attitudes of one faculty member are expressed in the
letter which is contained in the Appendix.
Sub-Problem 4
—To determine the extent to which the community college faculty
will follow the "Tyler Rationale" in order to derive behavioral objec-
tives :
1. The specific steps in the "Tyler Rationale" the faculty members
were willing to follow to completion:
a. Four faculty members were willing to draft a list of what
each thought should constitute the course goals.
b. The faculty drafted a set of behavioral objectives derived
from the agreed upon course goals.
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2. The methods the study participants utilized to accomplish the
steps completed in the rationale:
a. Each faculty member listed certain observations he had made
of students which he believed would be helpful in attempt-
ing to develop curriculum. In addition, each faculty mem-
ber was asked to list what he viewed as the major needs of
the public, of students in general, and of students enrolled
in an introductory economics course with reference to the
subject matter of economics. The researcher also asked the
participants to list what they would like to have their stu-
dents know, be able to do, or believe at the termination of
the course as opposed to the beginning of the course. Based
on the information each faculty member listed, he was asked
to infer student needs from which tentative course goals could
be drafted. Each faculty member proceeded to draft course
goals based on his perceptions of the student needs.
b. Although the faculty was eventually able to agree on a set
of behavioral objectives, the bulk of the task of drafting
the objectives was pursued by one faculty member who was
willing to work with the researcher. The one faculty mem-
ber who did extensive work in the process of drafting be-
havioral objectives employed a modified form of the
''Hutchinson instrument."
3. The specific steps in the "Tyler Rationale" the faculty would
not attempt to accomplish: The faculty would not gather data
in order to examine student needs. Faculty agreed that data
sources were needed but would not develop the data themselves.
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The faculty would not draft any devices through which
tentative course goals could be screened.
4. The specific steps attempted but not completed: The major step
attempted but not completed by all but one faculty member was
the drafting of behavioral objectives. Three faculty members
who did not complete this step listed a few behavioral objec-
tives but nothing that could be considered as operationalizing
course goals.
5. The methods utilized in the steps not completed: With respect
to the drafting of behavioral objectives, the faculty members
who were not willing to participate in the task rejected the
process because, in their estimation, it was too time-consuming.
Those faculty members who refused to utilize the "Hutchinson in-
strument" also refused all other methods to operationalize broad-
ly stated course goals.
6. Whether the efforts of the participants resulted in the drafting
» of specific behavioral objectives: The data recorded reflects
that specific behavioral objectives were drafted. The actual
task of generating the objectives was conducted by one faculty
member in addition to the efforts of the researcher.
7. The number of faculty who participated in each step: Only one
faculty participant, in addition to the researcher, was will-
ing to participate in all attempted steps. One faculty member
was not willing to participate in any steps. The remaining
three faculty members were willing to actively participate in
the drafting of tentative course goals.
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8. Comments and observations by the researcher on faculty willing-
ness to follow voluntarily the "Tyler Rationale" and to derive
behavioral objectives: Although the faculty did not display
what would be considered a willingness to follow the "Tyler
Rationale" and to generate behavioral objectives, the three
faculty participants who were not willing to operationalize
course goals did relate to the researcher their desire to par-
ticipate in the process of selecting behavioral objectives to
be included in the curriculum. The researcher inquired of these
three individuals why they were willing to participate in se-
lecting the behavioral objectives when they would not partici-
pate in the task of drafting them. The general answer received
to the above question was the faculty perceived the important
task as that of selecting the objectives, not the drafting of
the objectives.
The study findings indicate that the community college faculty
members, in general, were unwilling to follow the "Tyler Rationale" and
to derive behavioral objectives. The community college study partici-
pants did not claim that their lack of willingness to follow the "Tyler
Rationale" had anything to do with the Rationale itself other than to
state that the process required a great deal of time. Although the re-
searcher agrees that curriculum development may be very time-consuming,
he was not able to find anything within the "Tyler Rationale which
would help to explain why the faculty participants were, in
general, un-
willing to follow Tyler's suggestions for curriculum development.
Given the general unwillingness of the community college
faculty
participants to follow the "Tyler Rationale" and to
derive behavioral
103
objectives, it is suggested that the researcher, prior to requesting
faculty participation in the study, should have requested the faculty
members to identify the individuals they think should be responsible
for developing curriculum for the courses they present to students.
If faculty members state that they think that they should be respon-
sible for curriculum development, the faculty could be asked to commit
themselves to their stated belief by utilizing the "Tyler Rationale"
as one means of developing curriculum. Finally, the willingness of
the faculty to employ the "Tyler Rationale" would serve as one means
of testing the strength of the faculty commitment.
Sub-Problem 5
—To study whether community college faculty will voluntarily em-
ploy the "Hutchinson Model," "The Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts,"
within the "Tyler Rationale" as a means of operationalizing general ob-
jectives, or goals, into behavioral objectives in a systematic manner.
1. Three faculty members attended the meeting called by the re-
searcher for the purpose of experiencing a trial exercise of
operationalizing a course goal utilizing the "Hutchinson Model."
2. Three faculty members participated together in a trail exercise
of operationalizing a course goal utilizing the "Hutchinson in-
strument." A fourth member of the faculty experienced a trial
exercise with the researcher in the faculty member’s home.
3. One member of the faculty agreed to attempt to utilize the
instrument as a means of generating behavioral objectives.
4. The three remaining faculty members who participated in the
trial exercise refused to employ the instrument.
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5. The faculty members who refused to utilize the "Hutchinson in-
strument refused to utilize any methods for operationalizing
course goals into behavioral objectives.
6. The one faculty member who agreed to attempt to utilize the
Hutchinson instrument was the only faculty member who completed
the task of drafting behavioral objectives.
7. Faculty members who refused to utilize the Hutchinson instru-
ment ultimately refused to draft behavioral objectives.
The fact that three community college faculty members who parti-
cipated in a trial exercise of operationalizing course goals but then
refused to attempt to utilize the instrument as a means of operational-
izing the course goals or the curriculum may be indicative of the fac-
ulty attitude towards generating behavioral objectives in general as
well as being indicative of their attitude towards curriculum change.
This suggestion is based on the fact that those faculty who were not
willing to utilize the Hutchinson technique as a means of operational-
izing course goals into behavioral objectives were also not willing to
utilize any other means of operationalizing course goals. The faculty
members who attempted the trial exercise were, in the judgement of the
researcher, successful in terms of utilizing the technique to operation-
alize a course goal. However, during the exercise, faculty members com-
plained that they were deriving behavioral objectives which appeared to
include "new" subject matter. At the conclusion of the trial exercise,
the researcher was informed by three of the participants that he could
use the "thing" if he wanted to but that they would not. Again, the
reason given for this decision was that the faculty did not want to
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spend a lot of time writing objectives which, in their opinion, included
subject matter which they did not think should be included in the course.
If on the one hand the faculty, through their own efforts, operational-
ized a given goal into a number of behavioral objectives, and then on
the other hand turned around and said they would not include the derived
behavioral objectives in the curriculum because they had not done so in
the past, such action may be viewed as having displayed irrational be-
havior as a result of either simply not wanting to change the curriculum
or out of some fear of change. Given that the faculty participants were
willing to list course goals, the investigator should have asked the
faculty members whether they were really committed to the course goals
they listed. The fact that the faculty participants as a group rejected
behavioral objectives which were derived from the course goals drafted
by the faculty participants, but which represented materials not pre-
viously included in the course, suggests that the faculty members in
the study were not really very strongly committed to the course goals.
Perhaps one of the real strengths of having the faculty participate in
operationalizing course goals into behavioral objectives is t .at it
serves as a means for allowing the faculty to test the strength of
their commitment to what they present as the course goals.
The one faculty member who agreed to attempt to utilize the
Hutchinson technique as a means of operationalizing course goals into
behavioral objectives was denied the benefit of being able to utilize
the technique in conjunction with faculty members other than the inves-
tigator. In particular, the faculty member who did attempt to
utilize
the Hutchinson technique did relate to the researcher that
he became
discouraged because others on the faculty would not utilize
the
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instrument. The faculty member in question did continue with his ef-
forts to operationalize course goals into behavioral objectives. How-
ever, the researcher is not able to conclude that the faculty member
utilized the Hutchinson technique as it is described by its author.
The faculty member claimed that the technique became "internalized,"
and that he did not think that it was necessary to explicitly perform
each of the steps in the process described by Hutchinson. Since none
of the other members of the faculty were willing to participate to the
extent of this one individual, the researcher felt compelled to not pur-
sue the matter further.
Sub-Problem 6
—To determine the extent to which the university faculty will
voluntarily follow the "Tyler Rationale" in order to derive behavioral
objectives
.
1. The university faculty in economics were not willing to follow
any steps in curriculum development suggested by Tyler.
2. The university faculty, by not acting, refused to attempt any
of the steps in the "Tyler Rationale."
3. The faculty members with whom the researcher met would talk
about course goals but would not state course goals for the
course they presented to students.
4. Because the efforts of the university faculty produced
no vis-
ible results, the researcher was not able to identify
faculty
utilization of any methodology.
5. Two faculty members were willing to speak at
length with the
researcher on the subject of curriculum development.
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6. The university faculty did not draft course goals or behavioral
objectives
.
7. It was observed by the researcher that his attempts to engage
university faculty in a discussion of faculty expectations of
student behavior relative to the course curriculum led to an
uneasiness on the part of the university faculty. The faculty
would attempt to change the topic, glance at their clocks, in-
form the researcher that they were "really busy with other mat-
ters," and bring up their views on academic freedom.
Sub-Problem 7
—To study whether university faculty will voluntarily employ the
"Hutchinson Model," "The Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts," within
the "Tyler Rationale" as a means of operationalizing general objectives
or goals into behavioral objectives in a systematic manner.
Given that the university economics faculty members were not
willing to state course goals and given that the two faculty members
with whom the researcher was able to meet informed him that they were
opposed to the utilization of behavioral objectives and would not draft
them, the researcher was not able to investigate the above question.
Sub-Problem 8
—To ascertain whether community college faculty members will vol-
untarily reach unambiguous agreement among themselves with reference to
a set of behavioral objectives for a particular course.
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Once the behavioral objectives were generated, four faculty
members were able to reach an unambiguous agreement among themselves
with reference to a set of behavioral objectives for the course cur-
riculum.
Sub-Problem 9
•
—To ascertain whether university faculty members in economics
will voluntarily reach unambiguous agreement among themselves with
reference to a set of behavioral objectives for a particular course.
Given that university faculty in economics were unwilling to
state course goals or to generate behavioral objectives, it followed
that no agreement was reached by the university faculty with reference
to a set of behavioral objectives for the introductory economics course.
Sub -Problem 10
—To determine the willingness of community college faculty to
prepare voluntarily a descriptive document of the agreed upon course
curriculum, and to submit the document to university faculty for crit-
ical evaluation and/or to provide information to university faculty.
None of the community college faculty participants were will-
ing to prepare a descriptive document of the course curriculum. The
faculty directed the researcher to provide any interested university
faculty with a copy of the set of behavioral objectives agreed to by
the faculty. The general attitude of the coranunity college faculty
with respect to having the curriculum evaluated by university faculty
was that the community college faculty thought an evaluation
would be
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meaningless unless the university faculty were willing to state in
behavioral terms what university faculty expect of university students.
Sub-Problem 11
—To determine the willingness of university faculty to prepare
voluntarily a descriptive document of the agreed upon course curriculum,
and to submit the document to community college faculty for critical
evaluation and/or to provide information to community college faculty.
Given the unwillingness of the university faculty to partici-
pate in the necessary prior procedures, it followed that it would be
impossible for the university faculty to submit an agreed upon course
curriculum to the community college faculty. Attempts by the researcher
to move individuals to submit any information on the curriculum of the
course they present to students also failed to illicit a positive re-
sponse from the university faculty.
Sub-Problem 12
—To determine the willingness of university faculty in economics
to critically evaluate the course curriculum submitted by the community
college faculty.
Based on the following data, it is concluded that the university
faculty was not willing to evaluate the course curriculum.
1. Only two faculty members agreed to review the curriculum.
2. The two university faculty who agreed to evaluate the curricu-
lum related to the researcher that they did not have the
time
to do a thorough job.
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3. The only written feedback received by the researcher in regard
bo the curriculum is contained in the letter written by one of
the faculty participants to the other.
The two university faculty who did agree to evaluate the cur-
riculum told the researcher that they did not want to be pre-
sented with a list of specific questions because questions from
the researcher might influence their evaluation.
Sub-Problem 13
—To determine the willingness of the community college economics
faculty to critically evaluate the course curriculum submitted by the
university economics faculty.
Given the unwillingness of the university economics faculty to
submit any material on or relating to course curriculum, the research-
er was not able to report on the above stated sub-problem.
Sub-Problem 14
—To determine the willingness of the community college economics
faculty to modify voluntarily the proposed curriculum based on feed-
back contained in the critical evaluation by university economics fac-
ulty.
Given the lack of response by the university faculty to the re-
quest for a critical evaluation of the proposed curriculum, the research-
er was not able to draw any conclusions or report any findings with re-
spect to the above stated sub-problem.
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Sub-Problem 15
To determine the willingness of university economics faculty
to modify voluntarily the proposed curriculum based on feedback con-
tained in the critical evaluation by community college economics fac-
ulty.
Given the unwillingness of the university faculty to draft a
curriculum and to submit any materials to community college faculty,
the above stated sub-problem could not be investigated.
Sub-Problem 16
—To Determine the willingness of community college and univer-
city fsculty in 0cenemies tie mee ti voluntarily fo^r till0 pnr*po
s
0 cf 3 ti
—
tempting to reach unambiguous agreement with reference to course ob-
jectives .
The two faculties never met for the above stated purpose or
for any other purpose during the course of the study.
The community college faculty stated verbally that they would
be willing to meet for the described purpose. The community college
faculty members also stated, however, that they doubted whether the
university economics faculty would meet for such a reason.
The two university faculty members with whom the researcher at-
tempted to work indicated that they would be willing to meet with com-
munity college faculty, but not for the above stated purpose. The two
university faculty members said they would be willing to discuss cur-
riculum, with community college faculty, but that they thought
it would
not be a good idea to attempt to reach an unambiguous
agreement. One
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faculty member exclaimed that he had no idea of what his colleagues
in the university were attempting to accomplish in terms of course
curriculum and that it would be too much, therefore, to expect him to
reach an agreement with faculty outside the institution.
Sub-Problem 17
—To determine the extent to which the community college and uni-
versity economics faculty members are able to reach unambiguous agree-
ment with reference to course objectives.
The results of the trial exercise in curriculum articulation
conducted in this study reveal that no type of agreement was reached
between the two faculties. The lack of willingness by members of the
university faculty in economics to participate in the most rudimentary
requirements in order for curriculum articulation to take place pre-
cluded any agreement being reached between the two faculties with re-
spect to course objectives.
CHAPTER V
GENERAL CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR FURTHER STUDY
To briefly recapitulate, the aim of this study has been to
approach unambiguous agreement between faculties from two sectors of
public higher education with reference to course goals or objectives.
A trial exercise in curriculum articulation was undertaken to allow
the researcher to draw tentative conclusions about the efficacy of
the process utilized and to enable him to offer recommendations for
further study of factors that impinge on the process.
The Conditions Under Which the Study Was Conducted
The following conditions under which the study was conducted
are the more important ones with respect to the findings of the study
and in regard to suggestions for further research:
1. The faculty members with whom the research met, in both the
University and Community College, stated that they had never
operationalized course goals;
2. None of the faculty members with whom the researcher met, in
both the University and Community College, had ever drafted
or utilized behavioral objectives in their instructional ef-
forts ;
3. The researcher was a faculty member in economics
at the Commun
ity College at which the study was conducted,
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The only instructors asked to participate in the study were
those who were full-time faculty in economics at the Univer-
sity and at the Community College;
5. The course for which the attempt to articulate curriculum
made was principles of macroeconomics;
6. The investigator informed the community college faculty that
he intended to have the study serve as his doctoral disserta-
tion (this information was not transmitted to the university
faculty in economics)
;
7. The university faculty was informed by the researcher that he
I
was conducting the study in his capacity as a community college
faculty member in economics and as a member of the Massachusetts
Transfer Review Council;
8. Little interest was displayed and no active support was given
to the study by any administrators or department chairpersons
in either the University or Community College;
9; No known problems had ever existed between the two sets of fac-
ulty members with respe t to the performance of transfer stu-
dents, the acceptability of courses and/or course content;
10. No tenured university faculty members were willing to parti-
cipate in the study; '
11. The community college faculty member who participated most in
the study related to the researcher that he hoped that his ef-
fort in the study would help him to secure tenure (this same
individual had been criticized by members of the college ad-
ministration for being "too demanding of students)
,
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12. One member of the community college economics faculty had been
dropped from a doctoral program in economics at the University
(the faculty member made numerous attempts to have the action
reversed. The relationship which resulted between the commun-
ity college faculty member and certain members of the univer-
sity faculty was quite poor)
;
13. The community college faculty member who participated least in
the study was a tenured faculty member who was also a doctoral
candidate at the University in economics. This individual was
successful at the University and was spoken of highly by the
university faculty with whom the researcher spoke;
14. At the Community College, there existed considerable administra-
tive influence over techniques of instruction, office hours,
course outlines required, examinations, grading practices,
texts, and other materials used in teaching;
15. The faculty members who were asked to participate in the study
were asked to do so on a voluntary basis;
16. The faculty members whc were asked to participate in the study
were not offered any tangible rewards, such as money, promotion
or tenure;
17. The faculty members who were asked to participate in the study
were not offered reduced teaching loads or reductions in other
responsibilities in exchange for their participation in the
study
;
18. Given the different schedules of the faculty members at
the
University, it was impossible to work with university faculty
members as a group;
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19. The Community College and University at which the study was
conducted are public institutions;
20. The transfer admission requirement at the University states
that any Massachusetts resident who completes a two-year trans-
fer program with a grade point average of 2.5 or better and who
is recommended by appropriate Community College officials will
be granted admission;
21. Every faculty member in economics at the University holds a
Ph.D. in economics;
22. None of the community college faculty members in economics holds
a Ph.D. in economics. (Two faculty members hold M.A. degrees in
economics
,
two possess M t E • A • nn d two possess de—
grees in labor studies. One member of the faculty who holds an
M.A. in labor studies also holds an Ed.D. in educational admin-
istration.)
General Conclusions
The preponderance of evidence presented in the study supports
the general conclusion that, given the conditions under which the study
was conducted, curriculum articulation between community college and
university faculty members in which the parties to the enterprise reach
unambiguous agreement with reference to course objectives will not re-
sult .
Another general conclusion drawn from the study is that the
community college faculty was in general much more willing to
partici-
pate in the effort to articulate curriculum than were the
university
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faculty members. While participation in the study by community college
faculty members was self—limited by individual faculty members and, al-
though the major portion of the participation was carried out by one
faculty member, it was possible for the community college faculty to
reach a high degree of unambiguous agreement with reference to course
objectives operationalized into a set of behavioral objectives. The
university faculty in economics was generally not willing to partici-
pate in the study even to the extent of drafting general course goals.
Thus, the findings of the study prompt the tentative conclusion that
under the conditions of the study, university faculty in economics will
not necessarily participate in curriculum articulation with community
college faculty, although the vehicles may exist by which to accomplish
the task.
(
Discussion of Findings and Recommendations
for Further Study
Although the study was designed to investigate a number of ques-
tions relative to the process of curriculum articulation, an important
limitation of the study was the willingness of the faculty to partici-
pate. In turn, the willingness of the faculty to participate in curric-
ulum articulation was a major area of investigation. It is obvious that
without faculty participation, certain questions could not be investi-
gated. It is not equally obvious, however, why the faculty members be-
haved as they did relative to their willingness to participate in the
effort to articulate curriculum. It is towards this direction
that we
now turn.
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The discussion which follows is an attempt to pose relevant
questions
,
to raise issues and to suggest areas in need of further
study to identify factors which influence community college and uni-
versity faculty behavior in the face of the tasks of curriculum devel-
opment and articulation. Factors that may impinge on the process of
curriculum development and articulation have been postulated by the
researcher based on findings presented in the study and based on the
researcher’s observations of faculty behavior. In addition, certain
factors that may impinge on the process of curriculum development and
articulation and certain suggestions for further study have been in-
ferred from a review of the literature.
The findings of the study indicate that the community college
faculty was generally more willing to participate in the effort to ar-
ticulate curriculum than were the university faculty members. The find-
ings, however, also indicate that within each faculty group, the will-
ingness of individual faculty members to participate varied greatly.
Although the willingness of the faculty to participate in the study may
have been influenced by factors peculiar to the individual institutions,
it is also possible that faculty members in the two institutions were
influenced by similar factors.
A rather obvious question which should be raised is the possible
extent to which faculty behavior may have been influenced by the fact
that the researcher was a member of the community college economics
fac-
ulty asked to participate in the study. Although no attempt was
made to
measure quantitatively the impact of the relationship of the
investiga-
tor to the two sets of faculty on the behavior of
the faculty, the fol-
lowing points have been noted:
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1. It is the researcher's opinion that he was well liked by the
community college economics faculty. This relationship may
account, in part, for the ease with which the researcher was
able to speak with the community college faculty.
2. The researcher was more friendly with certain members of the
community college economics faculty than with others. If any
relationship existed between the degree of friendship of the
researcher with his colleagues and their willingness to parti-
cipate in the study, it would appear to have been a negative one.
3. The physical proximity of the investigator to the community col-
lege economics faculty allowed the investigator to contact the
faculty with relative ease. In more candid terms, it was not
easy for the community college faculty to avoid the researcher.
4. It is an opinion of the researcher that his relationship with
the community college faculty members in economics contributed
to faculty behavior which was not conducive to participation in
curriculum articulation. Given the familiarity of the research-
er with the community college participants, the faculty was prone
to discuss many issues relating to personalities rather than cur-
riculum during times set aside for curriculum work.
5. The community college participants were willing to express their
anger and frustration in the presence of the researcher which,
at times, would provide a signal to the researcher that either
a faculty member was in need of help or that something was not
clear or easy for the faculty to follow.
6. Given that most members of the faculty have been
assigned duties
that require similar input by faculty members, and
given that in
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a small department everyone knows fairly well what each other
is engaged in in terms of committee work, academic pursuits
and teaching loads, the faculty members were not able to claim
that their professional responsibilities would not allow them
to participate in the study without the researcher being able
to form an opinion on the matter.
7 . The researcher actively participated in the community college
effort to articulate curriculum. It is possible that other
community college faculty members were willing to participate
in the effort, as long as they were able to see one of their
colleagues actively involved.
8. The researcher and university faculty members with whom the re-
searcher was able to meet addressed each other on a first name
basis
.
9. Before one of the university participants was willing to draft
a short paper relative to curriculum articulation, he requested
that he be sent a letter by the researcher on official station-
ery of the Transfer Review Council asking him to participate in
the effort to articulate curriculum. The researcher did not in-
quire as to why this request was made. It may be speculated
with reference to the request that the faculty member wanted to
be able to say that he had been asked to participate by the
Transfer Review Council rather than by a member of the community
college economics faculty down the road.
10. It is possible that the generally poor response from the univer-
sity economics faculty to the request that they participate in
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the study may be attributed, in part, to the fact that the re-
quest to participate in the study was made by a community col-
lege faculty member rather than by a university faculty member
or by someone in a position of perceived power by the university
faculty
.
It is suggested, in order to study the possible impact of the
relationship of the investigator to the study participants, that future
studies in curriculum articulation be designed so that (1) the investi-
gator is not a member of either faculty and/or college, (2) the investi-
gator is a member of the four-year college or university faculty asked
to participate in curriculum articulation, or (3) one investigator is a
meffiuer oi the community college faculty and one investigator is a member
of the university faculty asked to participate in the study.
A second factor which may have influenced the results of the
study, more specifically the willingness of both community college and
university faculty to participate in the study, is that two of the com-
munity college faculty members in economics were well-known by the uni-
versity faculty in economics. One community college faculty member was
in the process of completing a Ph.D. in economics at the University and
had served as a teaching assistant at the University in the spring of
1970. The university faculty members with whom the researcher met spoke
very well of the individual. A second member of the community college
faculty had been a doctoral student at the University. This individual
was informed that, by a vote of the faculty, his graduate program was
terminated. The individual attempted to have the decision to drop him
reversed but was unsuccessful. This faculty member was quite open in
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expressing his dislike for the university faculty in economics. Simi-
larly, at least one university faculty member voiced his negative opin-
ion of the community college faculty member, both in conversation and
in writing.
Interestingly, it was the faculty member who was in good stand-
ing at the University who participated least in the study. This faculty
member claimed that he was too busy to participate, and in addition,
stated that the quality of instruction at the University, in his opinion,
was inferior to that at the Community College.
It is suggested that future attempts to articulate curriculum
be conducted in an ' environment in which the two sets of faculty members
have as little prior contact with each other as possible. In this man-
ner, it is reasoned that future studies would be freer from possible
contamination than was the present study.
Another factor which may have contributed to the degree of will-
ingness of faculty members to participate in the study was that none of
the faculty members with whom the researcher spoke had ever drafted be-
havioral objectives or utilized behavioral objectives in their instruc-
tion. The faculty members with whom the researcher met appeared to be,
at best, only vaguely familiar with the concept of behavioral objectives.
Given this condition, the requirements of the study may have appeared
overwhelming to certain faculty members. In short, it is possible that
the study contained too many new concepts and was perceived by certain
faculty as representing too much effort.
Further study is needed to discover whether community college
and university faculty would be more willing to participate in
curric-
ulum articulation, given the condition of faculty familiarity
with the
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concept of behavioral objectives, and experience in drafting behavioral
objectives as well as utilizing them in their instruction. It is, there-
fore, suggested that future research in the area of curriculum articula-
tion attempt to meet the condition that the faculty asked to participate
the effort possess skills relative to the derivation and utilization
of behavioral objectives.
Another factor which may have contributed to the behavior of the
faculty relative to their willingness to participate in the study is the
fact that only faculty members in economics participated in the study.
Perhaps faculty members in other subject matter areas would have been
more willing to participate in the effort to articulate curriculum. One
possibility for future investigation would be to attempt to have faculty
members in nursing articulate curriculum. Although nursing is only one
possibility, it is mentioned because the students are educated to per-
form a specific job. In addition, most states have fairly well defined
licensing examinations and procedures which must be met before one is
allowed to enter the profession.
The researcher informed the community college faculty in econ-
omics that he intended to have the study serve as the basis for his doc-
toral dissertation in education. It is not known what influence, if any
this fact exerted on the behavior of the community college faculty mem-
bers. On the one hand, faculty members might have been willing to par-
ticipate as a favor to the researcher; on the other hand, it is possible
that certain faculty members limited their participation in the study be
cause they believed the researcher was the only one who stood to gain
from the study. The researcher has no strong reason to
believe the
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results of the study would have been substantially different had he not
informed the community college faculty members of his intentions to
utilize the study for his dissertation. It is suggested, however, that
in future attempts to investigate curriculum articulation, the research-
er, if he plans to have the study serve as a dissertation, not inform
the faculty at his college of his intention.
The researcher did not inform the university faculty in economics
of his intentions to utilize the study for his dissertation. The major
reason for withholding this information was that the researcher wanted
to avoid establishing a student-faculty relationship between himself and
the members of the university faculty in economics. The researcher also
wanted to avoid the possibility that faculty at the University would par-
ticipate in the study as a favor to a student.
If in the future an attempt to articulate curriculum is conducted
by a student who intends to utilize the results in a written thesis, the
researcher may wish to inform university faculty members of his plans.
With respect to university faculty, it would be helpful to discover
whether they would be more inclined to actively participate in an effort
to articulate curriculum under the condition that the study would serve
as a doctoral dissertation than was the case in this study in which the
faculty at the University was not informed of the researcher's intentions.
Prior to the study, no known problems had ever existed between
the two sets of faculty with reference to the performance of transfer
students, the acceptance of courses in economics for which transfer stu-
dents sought credit from the University, or with respect to course sub-
ject matter. It is questioned by the researcher whether the absence of
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problems between the two sets of faculty members may have influenced
the behavior of the faculty relative to their willingness to partici-
pate or participated on a very limited scale because they could not
identify any urgent problems and preferred to maintain the status quo.
A recommendation for further study is that attempts to articu-
late curriculum be conducted under the condition that problems exist
between community college and university faculties relative to the ac-
ceptance of a course taught to students in the community college. Given
that the faculty members have many demands made on their limited time,
it would be helpful to curriculum workers to be able to judge the like-
lihood of the willingness of faculty members to participate in curricu-
lum articulation based on the faculty members’ knowledge of or percep-
tions of problems relative to the curriculum of a course for which stu-
dents seek transfer credit. Studies similar to this one but with the
additional condition that problems exist and are known or perceived to
exist by faculty members may provide necessary information regarding
the willingness of both community college and university faculty to
participate in curriculum articulation.
The researcher lacked the power to illicit sufficient partici-
pation by faculty for the effort to articulate curriculum to prove suc-
cessful. In addition to the researcher not being able to illicit a more
positive effort from faculty members, little interest was displayed and
no active support was given to the study by any administrators or de-
partment chairpersons in either the University or Community College.
Given the lack of participation by faculty members in the University
and, to a lesser extent, in the Community College, the researcher has
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concluded that the participation by faculty could only have been better,
not worse, had administrators given their active support to the effort.
One of the recommendations of this study is that investigators
make a concerted effort to convince administrators in key positions
such as academic deans, department heads and college presidents of the
need to improve curriculum articulation before the attempt to articulate
is made. Furthermore, it is recommended that before an attempt to arti-
culate curriculum is made, the investigator attempts to have key admin-
istrators inform the faculty members with whom the effort is planned of
their conviction of the need for the effort and of their desire to have
the faculty accomplish the task.
Another possibility for future research is to attempt to conduct
curriculum articulation in colleges in which the president or other key
personnel are known by the faculty to be in favor of efforts to improve
curriculum development and curriculum articulation with other colleges
which participate in the transfer process. A further possible condition
which might lead to more favorable faculty participation than existed
in this study would be to attempt the study in institutions in which key
administrators are known by the faculty to favor the utilization of be-
havioral objectives.
Another set of factors which may have influenced the willingness
of both the community college and university faculty members to partici-
pate in the study is the faculty perceptions of their professional roles.
Within the community college sector of higher education, the transfer
function" of the institution is held to be of prime importance by stu-
dents, faculty, administrators, parents, trustees, and legislators.
The
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faculty members in the Community College at which this study was con-
ducted have been told on a number of occasions by various members of
the administration and in the faculty handbook that one of the major
roles of the faculty is to prepare students for transfer to four-year
colleges and universities. Each faculty member in economics is assigned
each year to advise approximately twenty-five students who are enrolled
in transfer programs. Thus, the faculty who were asked to participate
in the study at the Community College devote many hours of their time
to discussing transfer plans with students. Every year the community
college faculty receives data compiled by the student personnel staff
of the college which lists the colleges and universities transferred to
,
the number of students who transferred to each institution, and whether
the number of transfers increased or decreased in comparison with prior
years
.
Given the above mentioned facts, it may be assumed that the com-
munity college faculty members who were asked to participate in the study
did perceive one of their major roles to be to prepare students for trans-
fer. It is suggested that future studies attempt to investigate the pos-
sible relationship between the willingness of faculty members to partcci-
pate in curriculum articulation and the perceptions of the faculty rela-
tive to what they view as their more important roles or functions. Fac-
ulty members could be asked to either list those roles they deem most
important or to select those roles they view as most important from a
given list of faculty functions.
Within the University, it is primarily administrators and members
of the Office of Transfer Affairs who display concern and interest in
transfer students and matters pertaining to transfer. The university
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faculty has not been Influenced to view transfer with the same degree
of importance it receives by faculty in the community college. The
university faculty with whom the researcher spoke during the course of
the study referred more often to their attempts to prepare students
for graduate study than of any other faculty function. The university
faculty with whom the researcher met also mentioned that they were ex-
pected to conduct research and to publish.
It may be speculated that one possible explanation of the gen-
eral unwillingness of the university faculty to participate in the study
is that the faculty perceived that their most important functions as fac-
ulty members were in the areas of preparing students for graduate study,
advising graduate students, conducting research in economics, and pub-
lishing. Again, further investigation is needed in order to determine
whether a relationship exists between faculty members’ perceptions of
their roles and their willingness to participate in curriculum articula-
tion.
The willingness of both community college and university faculty
members to participate may have been influenced by the fact that any
time and effort devoted by the faculty members to the study would have
to be in addition to their normal responsibilities. The researcher was
not in a position to arrange release for faculty members from college
or university committee assignments, to reduce teaching loads and pre-
parations, or to lighten research and publication responsibilities. Al-
most all the faculty members with whom the researcher spoke, in both the
Community College and University, mentioned that they were already
quite
busy and that their time was limited.
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The above condition gives rise to the question as to whether
faculty would have devoted more time and effort to the study under the
condition that faculty members had been freed from other assignments
and responsibilities. A partial reduction in teaching loads, for in-
stance, would have allowed the faculty more time to work on curriculum
articulation. In addition to allowing more time, a reduction in pro-
fessional responsibilities may have created in faculty the feeling
that curriculum articulation is important and respected by department
chairpersons and key administrators.
James Popham has suggested that it may be necessary to reduce
the "teacher's load to the point where he can become a professional
decision-maker rather than a custodian. According to Professor
Popham,
We must reduce public school-teaching loads to those of college
professors. This is the time when we must give the teacher im-
mense help in specifying his objectives. Perhaps we should give
him objectives from which to choose rather than force him to gen-
erate his own. 10
^
The above statement might leave some with the impression that
college teachers have lighter loads than public school teachers and
secondly, that college teachers specify their objectives. It is doubt-
ful that the faculty with whom the researcher spoke would agree that
their loads are lighter than those of public school teachers. With re-
spect to the second point, the community college and university faculty
with whom the researcher met did not specify their objectives.
james Popham, Probing the Validity of the Arguments
Against Behavioral Goals, A symposium presentation at the annual
American Educational Research Association Meeting, Chicago, February
7-10
,
1968 .
130
Further research is needed to help discover whether the faculty
in community colleges and universities would be more willing to parti-
cipate in curriculum articulation given a reduction in their other pro-
fessional duties and responsibilities. It is suggested that study be
conducted in which faculty members are offered a reduction in other pro-
fessional duties and responsibilities in return for participation in
curriculum articulation.
Another condition which may have influenced the behavior of the
faculty relative to their willingness to participate in the study is
that the researcher was not able to offer the faculty members any tang-
ible rewards such as financial remuneration or promotion in return for
their participation. It is known by the researcher that every member
of the community college faculty in economics teaches courses in con-
tinuing education which involves them in evening and summer teaching.
Faculty members are paid at the rate of two hundred fifty dollars to
three hundred dollars per credit hour for teaching in continuing edu-
cation. Faculty members who apply to teach in continuing education do
so on a purely voluntary basis.
Although the researcher possesses no knowledge with reference
to whether or not university faculty members in economics engage in
additional work for which they are paid, it is generally recognized
that some faculty members do take on additional work loads for which
they are paid. One of the university faculty members with whom the
researcher met indicated his desire to write an introductory text in
economics for which it is assumed the faculty member would receive
financial rewards.
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If faculty members in community colleges and universities are
expected to continue with all their duties and responsibilities, and
if their work in the area of curriculum articulation is going to rep-
resent an additional work load, then perhaps they should receive fi-
nancial remuneration for their time and effort. Research is needed to
discover whether community college and university faculty members would
be more willing to participate actively in curriculum articulation than
were the faculty members in this study, given that the faculty would be
offered financial payment for their time and effort.
The role of the faculty in curriculum change may represent an-
other factor which influences the willingness of the faculty to active-
ly participate in the process of curriculum articulation. According to
Clyde E. Bocker, the university builds its curriculum in response to
social and economic pressures, the expansion of knowledge and the avail-
ability of funds. "Faculty reactions to these forces, however, deter-
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mine how such changes are implemented." In contrast to the univer-
sity, the community college "builds its curriculum in response to exter-
nal influences, although these influences may be modified by the admin-
istration and faculty. The two strongest influences on the development
of community college curriculum are university curriculum requirements
, . , .
,,109
and state legislation.
Blocker cites a study in which 349 faculty members in community
colleges were asked to indicate "the most important influences upon
10®Clyde E. Blocker, Robert H. Plumer and Richard C. Richardson,
Jr., The Two Year College: A Social Synthesis , Englewood Cliffs,
New
Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1965, p. 148.
1Q9
Ibid .
,
p. 148.
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curricular change."110 The influences in order of importance that were
indicated by the subjects were!
1. The administration
2. The faculty
3. The students
4. State and local accrediting agencies
5. Four-year colleges and universities
6. State department of education
7. The board of control
8. Other two-year college faculties
9. State government and agencies
10.
Lay advisory committees
Based on the findings of the study, Blocker concluded that:
This list illustrates the preeminence of college administration in
the determination of curriculum but, more important, it demonstrates
the faculty's awareness of the importance of groups outside the col-
lege. The faculty considers itself important in curricular matters,
but there is a significantly larger distribution of influence among
other groups than is characteristic of the university .
m
The foregoing analysis by Blocker raises a number of cuestions
and issues relative to the willingness of community college and univer-
sity faculty members, in general, to participate in curriculum articu-
lation. If external influences on the community college curriculum
exist and are recognized by the faculty, it may be possible that a re-
lationship exists between these factors and the willingness of the fac-
ulty to participate in curriculum articulation. Faculty members at
110
Ibid.
,
p. 149.
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Ibid.
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Holyoke Community College are required to seek University approval of
a new course with respect to the transferability of the course before
the course is added to the liberal arts curricular offerings. Before
newly proposed courses are added to the community college curricular
offerings
,
they must also be voted on by the College Curriculum Com-
mittee which is comprised of a greater number of administrators than
faculty members.
Given the above conditions, it is possible that certain commun-
ity college faculty members viewed the chance to articulate curriculum
with the university economics faculty as a means for gaining a more in-
fluential role with respect to the development of the college curriculum.
Further research is needed in order to determine whether a relationship
exists between the community college faculty’s awareness of external in-
fluences on the curriculum and the willingness of the faculty to parti-
cipate in the effort to articulate curriculum.
If the university faculty does determine curriculum in an envi-
ronment free of external influences or if the university faculty per-
ceives itself to be free of external influences, it may be possible that
a request by a community college faculty member to articulate curriculum
would be viewed by some university faculty as an intrusion by "outsiders"
into an area in which they do not belong. Again, it would appear that
further research is needed in order to determine whether the willingness
of university faculty to participate with community college faculty in
curriculum articulation is influenced by their awareness of outside in-
fluences on the university curriculum and by their views relative to
whom and what they believe should be permitted to influence the
curric-
ulum.
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Table III shows Blocker’s comparison of the community college
and university relative to the influence that is exerted by faculty
and by the institution or administration in terms of specified variables.
Table III contains information which indicates that the commun-
ity college administration exerts strong influence over such variables
as techniques of instruction, personnel policies, faculty office hours,
attendance at meetings, course outlines required, texts, and other ma-
terials used in teaching. By comparison, the university administration
exerts "limited" influence on these same variables. Furthermore, the
table indicates that while the university faculty exerts "strong" in-
fluence on personnel policies, office hours, attendance at meetings,
course outlines required, and texts and other teaching materials, the
influence of the community college faculty on these same variables is
"limited." Although no attempt was made to assess the influence of the
faculty and administration on the variables cited, in either the Univer-
sity or community college in which this study was conducted, the finding
of the study that the community college faculty was generally more will-
ing to participate in the study than were faculty members at *~he Univer-
sity raises a question as to whether the willingness of the faculty to
participate was influenced by the degree of influence of faculty members
and administrators on specified variables in the institutions.
Further research is required to determine whether relationships
exist, including the strength of such relationships, between the degree
of influence exerted by administrators and faculty members on the above
mentioned variables, and the willingness of university and community
college faculty members to participate in curriculum articulation.
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TABLE III
119COMPARISON OF SELF-DIRECTION OF FACULTY ROLES
ROLE
UNIVERSITY
Institu-
tional Self-
Direction Direction
COMMUNITY COLLEGE
Institu-
tional Self-
Direction Direction
Influence Upon
Institutional Changes + + + *
Curriculum
Techniques of Instruction * + + +
Administrative Organization
Department * + + k
Division + + + k
College + + + *
University + * + k
Appointment of Administra-
+ + + *
tive Personnel
Finance
Department * + + *
Division + k
College + + + *
University + *
Personnel Policies * + + *
Appointments * + + kX
Evaluation * + +
Terminations + + +
k
Salaries * + +
k
Promotions + + +
k
i'olicy Development * + +
External Influences, General
Local Community * + + T
State * + +
+
*
National * +
External Influences, Prones 4-
Local Community * + -r k
State * +
+
k
National * + +
Administrative Direction k
Office Hours * +
+
Attendance at meetings * + + K
called by administration 4- *
Course Outlines Required * +
Texts and Other Materials * + + *
Used in Teaching
+ = Strong * - Limited
112
Ibid.
.
p. 146
.
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Faculty evaluation is another area which suggests factors that
may impinge on the willingness of the faculty to participate in the pro
cess of curriculum articulation. Cohen and Brawer state, "Evaluation
instruments and procedures are powerful forces in determining what goes
113on within schools." According to Cohen and Brawer, faculty evaluation
often times amounts to little more than judgment being passed on faculty
performance. "What evaluations all too often fail to do is to measure
whether faculty members are causing learning to take place in their stu-
. „
..114dents
.
During the course of the study, three faculty members at the com-
munity college commented to the effect that there was nothing in terms of
faculty evaluation which would suggest to faculty that they should parti-
cipate in curriculum articulation. These three faculty members were gen-
erally unwilling to devote their time to curriculum articulation. Given
that the faculty evaluations conducted by administrators at the community
college do not attempt to measure faculty behavior relative to either cur-
riculum development or curriculum articulation, the question is raised as
to whether the absence of the above in the evaluation of faculty minimizes
the importance of the task in the minds of faculty members.
One suggestion for future research is to identify community col-
leges and universities which already include in faculty evaluations ques-
tions which directly relate to the efforts of the faculty to develop
ll3
Arthur M. Cohen and Florence B. Brawer, Measuring Faculty
Performance, Washington, D.C.: ERIC Clearinghouse for Junior College
Information, American Association of Junior Colleges, 1969, p. 54.
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curriculum, to articulate curriculum with faculty members in other col-
leges and universities, and to improve the transfer process. If the
above condition could be found to exist, the investigator could attempt
to study the willingness of the faculty members to articulate curricu-
lum. Another suggestion would be to seek out individuals in community
colleges and universities who design and administer faculty evaluations
and ask them to include specific items relating to curriculum articula-
tion, curriculum development, and faculty efforts to improve the transfer
process in their evaluations of faculty. It is assumed that the faculty
would be informed as to what the various items on the evaluation are.
If what the faculty is willing to do is influenced by either what is
contained in the faculty evaluation or by the faculty’s perceptions of
what the evaluation attempts to measure, then it is possible that facul-
ty members would be more willing to participate in curriculum articula-
tion if some attention were devoted to that item in the faculty evalua-
tion.
In general, universities define the roles of faculty members as in-
cluding teaching, research, publication, and general contributions
to society as specialists and as responsible citizens. In actual
fact, the primary criterion for promotion of university personnel
is research and publication despite the somewhat pious policy state-
ments to the contrary by university administrators. The axion "pub-
lish or perish" is the central reality on the university campus. 115
Granted that the above statement is a generalization, those fa-
miliar with the university in America would not take strong exception
to it. Most university faculty members are expected to conduct research
and to publish as conditions of their employment. The same claim cannot
115
Blocker, op . cit .
,
p. 144.
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be made with respect to expectations by administrators or colleagues
of faculty behavior in the area of curriculum articulation. What is
being suggested is that the university faculty member, because he is
expected to conduct research and to publish, devotes his time and ef-
fort to those activities. By the same token, university faculty mem-
bers are not, in general, expected to devote their time and effort to
curriculum articulation, and they behave accordingly. In order for uni-
versity faculty members to become more willing to participate in curric-
ulum articulation, it may be necessary for administrators to inform fac-
ulty members that they are expected to devote some of their time to cur-
riculum articulation.
One suggestion for future research would be to seek out colleges
and universities in which the presidents would agree to circulate to fac-
ulty members periodic questionnaires requesting that the faculty list and
describe their past, present, and future plans in the area of curriculum
articulation. Once this was done, a given number of times, an investiga-
tor could ask faculty members to participate in an effort to articulate
curriculum. In this fashion, 1 - might be possible to discover whether
the faculty members' willingness to participate was influenced by what
they thought the administrators of the college or university expected
them to devote their time to.
Another factor which may impinge on the willingness of faculty
members to participate in the process of curriculum articulation is the
set of perceptions of faculty members and of faculty evaluators with re-
spect to the purposes of teaching. If faculty members and faculty eval-
uators perceive teaching in terms of such variables as lecturing perfor
mance, rapport with students, accessibility to students, and teaching
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materials utilized, without including in their perceptions that teach-
ing implies that learning takes place, then it is possible that faculty
members and faculty evaluators might ignore what it is that students
have been requested to learn and whether that learning took place. What
is being suggested is that if faculty members and faculty evaluators do
not perceive that the general purpose of teaching is to cause changes in
student behavior, then faculty members may be hesitant to devote their
time to specifying and operationalizing course goals into behavioral ob-
jectives and to engage in curriculum articulation.
In this study, no direct attempt was made to measure the faculty
members’ perceptions of what teaching is, or their perceptions relative
to the purposes of teaching. However, the investigator observed that
the faculty members from both the Community College and University, when
asked to confine their discussions to their expectations of student learn-
ing, would usually turn to a verbal description of their teaching method-
ology.
. Further study is needed to explore the possibility that there ex-
ists a relationship between the willingness of college faculty to parti-
cipate in curriculum articulation and the faculty perceptions of teaching.
A suggestion for future research is to simply ask faculty members to list
their perceptions of the purposes of teaching in order of importance, or
to select and rank in order of importance from a given list what they
perceive are the purposes of teaching, and to then request that the fac-
ulty members participate in curriculum articulation. The researcher
could measure the willingness of the faculty to participate and examine
whether a relationship exists between willingness to participate and
faculty perceptions of teaching.
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Another factor which may have influenced the willingness of the
faculty in the Community College and University to participate in the
effort to articulate curriculum is the view each faculty member holds
with respect to the privacy of his classroom. Cohen and Brawer, in the
following passage, elaborate on what they view as some of the problems
which are related to the classroom privacy enjoyed by many faculty mem-
bers in colleges and universities:
Much lip service is paid to the importance of the good teacher, but
few criteria for appraising the quality of teaching have ever been
established. One reason for the dearth of research and study is
that it is difficult to find out much about what goes on in the
college teacher’s classroom; traditionally, that place has been
sacrosanct and what transpires there exclusively the teacher's
business
.
°
The authors suggest that there is a need to answer the question
"To what extent is the long established right of privacy of the class-
room used indiscriminantly as a shield of academic freedom to block all
possible approaches to change? During the course of the study, no
faculty member was asked to change what he did or what he asked his stu-
dents to do or to learn, in or out of the classroom. Although faculty
members were simply asked to describe, in terms of learner behavior,
what they expected their students to learn, this request may have been
viewed by some faculty members as an intrusion on their classroom privacy
and, therefore, unwelcomed. The request to participate may also have
been viewed by some faculty members as representing a potential cause
of change and, therefore, was unwelcome.
^^Cohen and Brawer, op . cit . , pp. 4-5.
^
^Ibid
. ,
p. 5.
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One of the university faculty members with whom the researcher
spoke on a number of occasions referred to what he called "the absolute
necessity to preserve academic freedom."118 The university faculty mem-
ber in charge of the undergraduate curriculum in economics stated that
he was very concerned with what he called "the need to allow the faculty
,,119to be free." The researcher attempted to assure each of the univer-
sity faculty members that the study would not violate what they referred
to as needed faculty freedom.
Although it is not known whether faculty members' views relative
to academic freedom and classroom privacy influenced the willingness of
either university or community college faculty to participate in the at-
tempt to articulate curriculum, the concerns voiced by two of the facul-
ty members from the University and the questions raised by Cohen and
Brawer would make further investigation of the issue desirable. If it
were found, for instance, that faculty members who display certain simi-
lar views and fears relative to academic freedom and/or classroom privacy
also behave in a like manner relative to their willingness to articulate
curriculum, such information would be useful to college curriculum work-
ers insofar as helping them to select faculty members to participate in
curriculum articulation.
Increasing attention in recent years has been devoted by author-
ities on the community college to the need for institutional research.
Institutional research is defined to mean "those systematic and organized
11 Conversation in office of university faculty member.
11
^Conversation in office of university faculty member.
142
fact finding activities within a collegiate institution focused upon
current problems and issues, with institutional improvement as the an-
120ticipated outcome. Bobbs and Roueche concluded from their examin-
ation of the state of institutional research that:
With the community junior college's emphasis on "superior instruc-
tion," it might be assumed that the literature would be filled with
research on institutional procedures and their differential effects.
This is not the case. Based on the present survey, only 1.3 percent
of all institutional research studies are in the area of "instruc-
tion." In fact, "instruction" ranked last in frequency of studies.
No institutions surveyed had completed a study on instruction in
the past two years and only three junior colleges had research "in
progress" on this important topic.
When presidents are asked what problems they would like to research,
instruction always ranks high. It would be difficult to explain the
gap between expressed presidential interest in instructional research
and the paucity of institutional research studies on the topic. Per-
haps the gap is indicative of the reluctance of instructors to exam-
ine or evaluate their teaching procedures. Whatever the reason, "in-
struction" is not seriously researcher by American junior colleges.
The claim of "superior instruction" does not appear to be based upon
any research-institutional or otherwise. If junior colleges are
going to continue to emphasize the "teaching" function, then insti-
tutional research at the instructional level is a must.^1
Perhaps the gap which existed in the study between the need to
articulate curriculum and the willingness of certain faculty members to
participate in curriculum articulation may be attributed, in part, to
an unwillingness on the part of faculty members to examine their instruc-
tion. It is not definitely known whether or not any of the faculty mem-
bers contacted in this study were unwilling to examine their instruction.
120
John E. Roueche and John R. Boggs, Junior College Institu-
tional Research: The State of the Art , Washington, D.C.: ERIC Clear-
inghouse for Junior College Information, American Association of Junior
Colleges, Monograph Series, 1968, p. 5.
^ 2
^Ibid., pp. 52-53.
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It would not, however, be unreasonable to speculate that faculty members
who are unwilling to examine their instruction are also unwilling to par-
ticipate in curriculum articulation. What is needed is further research
to establish a means of measuring faculty willingness to examine their
instruction, to identify those variables that influence the willingness
of faculty to examine their instruction, and to then examine whether a
relationsnip exists between the willingness of faculty to examine their
instruction and their willingness to participate in curriculum articula-
tion.
Given the findings of Roueche and Boggs, an issue is raised in
regard to whether any connections might exist between the number and
types of institutional research studies conducted in a college and the
willingness of the college faculty to participate in curriculum articu-
lation. More specifically, future research might be conducted in which
community colleges and universities are selected in which many institu-
tional research studies are conducted in the area of instruction, and
then the faculty could be asked to participate in curriculum articulation.
It is possible that faculty members in colleges in which institutional
research is emphasized would be more willing to participate in curriculum
articulation than were the faculty members in this study, who reside in
institutions where institutional research is not emphasized. A related
issue is, of course, the question of why institutional research is em-
phasized in certain colleges and universities and not in others. Per-
haps there are some college presidents who believe in the need to con-
duct institutional research and who have the necessary power to get the
job done. Whatever the factors are which influence the types and
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frequency of institutional research studies, knowledge of those factors
might prove useful to educators who want to improve curriculum articu-
lation between college faculties
.
Given that all the university faculty members in economics hold
Ph.D. degrees in economics, it is assumed by the researcher that they
all have conducted a certain amount of scholarly research. The two uni-
versity faculty members with whom the researcher met mentioned that they
were expected to conduct research, and that faculty members at the Uni-
versity devoted much of their time to research. Boggs and Roueche con-
tend that:
To the extent that he regards himself as an expert on "education,"
the individual faculty member often hinders the development of in-
stitutional research. In his own field of specialization, he makes
judgments on the basis of evidence; he is research minded; he typ-
ically withholds judgment until he has examined the facts. In
"educational matters," however, personal experience is regarded as
an adequate basis for conclusions and practices. Consequently, in-
stitutional positions are often taken and decisions made on the
basis of assumptions that may never have been tested or that may
long have since been proved by research to be without foundation . ^2
If the above description of faculty behavior relative to educa-
tional or institutional research, as opposed to scholarly research, is
accurate, answers need to be provided regarding why these different be-
haviors exist. It is possible that faculty members who do not approach
"educational matters" in a scholarly fashion behave as they do because
they do not have sufficient time, or because no one has ever asked them
to be more scholarly with respect to educational matters, or demanded
that they be more scholarly with respect to educational matters.
122Ibid.
,
p . 2
.
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Given that four of the community college faculty members who
participated in the study were willing to select behavioral objectives
once they had been generated by at least one of the members of the fac-
ulty, indicates that the community college participants were not opposed
to the utilization of behavioral objectives as a vehicle for curriculum
articulation. Perhaps an alternative to requesting faculty members to
generate their own behavioral objectives is to supply them with behavior-
al objectives and to ask the faculty members to select those objectives
which they want to include in the curriculum. This suggestion does not
constitute a radical departure from certain already existing faculty
practices relative to curriculum development and instruction. Many fac-
ulty members in the community college, in addition to selecting text-
books, select test questions which appear in teachers' manuals, select
"topics" to be lectured on to students from various alternatives sug-
gested by textbook authors, and sometimes also select course goals from
a list of alternatives suggested by textbook authors.
Further research is needed to provide information regarding the
willingness of faculty to develop and articulate curriculum by select-
ing behavioral objectives from alternatives that have been developed by
either their own colleagues or by professional curriculum developers
from outside the institution. Given that community college faculty mem-
bers would agree to the above, it would be valuable to study whether
the faculty members would begin to generate their own behavioral objec-
tives, assuming that they were not satisfied with particular alterna-
tives from which they had been asked to select.
Further research is also needed to supply information
regarding
the willingness of university faculty members to
develop and articulate
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curriculum by selecting behavioral objectives from a given list of al-
ternatives developed by either someone on the university faculty in the
subject matter area, or by professional curriculum developers outside
the university.
Another factor which may have influenced the willingness of the
faculty to participate in curriculum articulation in this study is that
in order for a student to be granted transfer admission from a community
college to the University, the student must meet the criterion of at
least a 2.5 grade-point average, based on a four-point grading scale.
Depending on the importance individual faculty members attach to the
GPA, it is conceivable that certain faculty members, in both the Commun-
ity College and University, could not see a need to articulate curricu-
lum because they believed that as long as students have high enough
grades, no problems will be experienced by faculty members and/or stu-
dents .
At the time this study was conducted, the University would grant
a maximum of twelve hours of transfer credit for courses that were taken
on a pass/ fail grading basis. This fact did not seem to influence the
willingness of the university faculty in economics to participate in
the effort to articulate curriculum. Further research is needed to pro-
vide information in regard to whether both university and community col-
lege faculty members would be more or less willing to participate in
curriculum articulation, than was found to exist in the study conducted,
given the condition that all credits for which students sought transfer
had been earned on a pass/fail basis.
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Turning to the future, The Commonwealth Transfer Compact
.
123
may evolve into an important factor with reference to the willingness
of college and university faculty members to participate in curriculum
articulation. According to the rationale upon which the Compact is
based, adoption of the Compact would permit community colleges "to ex-
ercise a high level of local discretion in responding to client needs.
"
12 ^
Furthermore, it is contended that "individual institutions have not been
able to fully exercise this discretionary authority because of the per-
ceived or actual restrictions imposed by the receiving institutions in
125the matter of transfer." Finally, it is contended that adoption of
the Compact would free the community college to "develop, utilize and
manipulate academic processes in order to serve its student population."
If community college faculties seize the opportunities presented
by the Compact to implement changes in the curriculum, including the in-
structional means the faculty utilizes to meet "client needs," situations
could develop in which administrators, transfer officials and faculty
members in receiving institutions begin to openly question the extent to
wh -’ ch certain courses in community colleges are "equivalent" to courses
in the receiving institution. Given that under the Compact community
college faculties would be free of many of the actual or imagined re-
strictions imposed by the University with respect to transfer, no longer
would it be necessary for community college faculty members to concern
123
See Appendix A.
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themselves with such things as course titles, catalog descriptions and
other means which have been utilized by faculty members to create the
impression that community college courses are "parallel" to the courses
offered at the University. Unless community college faculty members
perpetuate their past practices with respect to how they present their
courses to receiving institutions, questions by the faculty in receiv-
ing institutions in regard to the curriculum of transfer courses might
force both sets of faculty members to state in unambiguous language
what it is that they expect their students to learn.
Assuming that the Compact is adopted, opportunities may be cre-
ated which would permit further research on the willingness of community
college and university faculty members to participate in curriculum ar-
ticulation to be studied. Perhaps, if university faculty members are
made aware of the various facets of the Compact, or simply made aware
that the Compact exists, this will lead to a greater willingness to par-
ticipate in curriculum articulation than was displayed in this study.
Without providing any additional information
,
if a community college
faculty would simply inform university faculty members that the curric-
ulum of a particular course had been greatly changed, or was going to
be greatly changed, a researcher could then attempt to measure the will-
ingness of the informed faculty to participate in curriculum articulation.
The researcher has already implied that, in his opinion, failure
to participate in the effort to articulate curriculum presented no real
or perceived danger to university and community college faculty members
in economics. It is difficult for the researcher to imagine that fac-
ulty would have refused to participate in the effort to articulate cur-
riculum, under the condition that refusal would have created potential
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dangers for faculty members, such as, loss of job, failure to be granted
promotion or tenure, or failure to receive salary increases. Perhaps
certain faculty members will have to be either told that failure to par-
ticipate in curriculum articulation will present them with potential
dangers, or they will have to perceive that failure to participate could,
in some manner, harm them before they become willing to engage in the
necessary activities.
than those mentioned above, but not less real. Arthur Cohen has written:
A truly significant intrusion by industrial and governmental agen-
cies may be necessary before junior college staff members recognize
the enormity of their refusal to define and hold themselves account-
able for the learning achieved by their students. Their reluctance
4 c n ^ AA A A A^ ^ An - n ^ 4 a*' ^ 1 ^ 1 « 4 p 3 V . , ^t&vs c L v wx. u uu i_ xuuux uaxaxoc uut x. a pcioxo tduc
long-standing conservatism in American education. It may be laid
less to genuine criticism of the def ined-outcomes approach than to
of the university faculty, and to a lesser extent, the community college
faculty in economics, to operationalize course goals in the form of be-
havioral objectives, and to participate in the general effort to articu-
late curriculum, creates an impression that many of the faculty members
in economics at the University, as well as some of the community college
faculty in economics, either believe that they are immune from any danger
of not being willing to change in given directions, or they have simply
failed to recognize that dangers do exist. John Goodlad has suggested.
"Education and instruction are much bigger than schools. Schools are
only a convenient means to more important ends, means that may no longer
The dangers of not articulating curriculum may be more subtle
° 127inertia and failure to recognize the dangers of not changing.'1 '
Given the findings of the study with reference to the willingness
12 Cohen, loc. cit .
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be relevant several decades from now." It is possible that unless
faculty members in higher education become more willing to operational-
ize, in terms of student behavior, what they expect students to learn
and to articulate those expected outcomes with faculty members in other
colleges and universities, many faculty members will someday find them-
selves peering at a system of higher education greatly changed from
what presently exists, and containing changes over which they had no
say because they abandoned their responsibilities to others. Perhaps,
curriculum experts will be trained and hired by institutions in higher
education to do the job of articulating curriculum, or corporations
which have developed certain types of expertise in educational technology
will be contracted with to run the institutions, including the responsi-
bility to staff the institutions.
Further research is needed to establish whether or not an aware-
ness by faculty members of the possible dangers of not being willing to
participate in curriculum articulation would influence the faculty to
participate. One suggestion for future research is to request faculty
members to indicate in writing what danger, if any, they perceive could
result for them if they refused to participate in curriculum articulation,
and to then proceed to measure the willingness of the selected subjects
to participate. Another suggestion is to simply present faculty members
with a list of potential dangers and changes which could eventually af-
fect them if they were unwilling to participate in curriculum articulation
and to then attempt to measure whether being presented with the informa-
tion influenced faculty participation.
128John Goodlad , "The Future of Teaching and Learning,"
Addressed
to the National Educational Association, October 20, 1967,
p. 15.
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It is the researcher’s conclusion that, although under the con-
ditions of the study curriculum articulation between community college
and university faculty members in which parties to the enterprise reach
unambiguous agreement with reference to course objectives did not re-
sult, further research is required to provide needed information before
the results of this study can be generalized to a larger population, and
before more definite conclusions can be arrived at with reference to the
efficacy of the process. It is hoped by the researcher that some of the
findings of the study and suggestions for further investigation will be
useful to individuals who wish to conduct further research in the area
of curriculum articulation in higher education.
Summary of Suggestions for Further Study
The list which follows is a summary of those factors which, in
the opinion of the researcher, may impinge on curriculum articulation
and, therefore, are in need of further study.
1. The investigator who conducts attempts to have faculty members
in community colleges and universities articulate curriculum
with each other may unknowingly influence research findings;
study of the faculty members' reactions to the researcher should,
therefore, be undertaken.
2. Another factor in need of further study is the relationship
which
may exist between the attitudes community college and
university
faculty members hold of one another and the faculty
members'
willingness to participate in curriculum articulation.
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3. Further study is needed to establish whether there exists a re-
lationship between faculty members' willingness to participate
in curriculum articulation and their prior knowledge and utili-
zation of behavioral objectives.
4. It is suggested that attempts to articulate curriculum be con-
ducted with faculty members and subject matter areas other than
economics
.
5. It is suggested that if in future attempts to articulate curric-
ulum the researcher intends to utilize the research findings for
a dissertation, he inform the university faculty members of his
intentions in order to help establish whether such information
might influence faculty to participate in the study.
6. The fact that there had not existed any problems between the two
sets of faculty members with reference to curricular matters may
have contributed to the lack of willingness of some community
college and virtually all the university faculty in the study
to participate in curriculum articulation; study should, there-
fore, be undertaken to Jetermine whether a prior history of cur-
ricular problems would help to illicit a more favorable response
from faculty to participate in curriculum articulation.
7. Study is needed to provide information regarding whether in-
dividuals within colleges and universities have sufficient power
to get the job of curriculum articulation accomplished.
g. Further study is recommended for the purpose of determining
whether administrators in colleges and universities will pro-
vide requested support to the effort to articulate curriculum.
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9.
Study is required to provide information regarding what faculty
members in community colleges and universities define as their
roles and which perceived roles they deem most important rela-
tive to their willingness to participate in curriculum articu-
lation.
10. Further study is needed to provide information relative to
whether faculty members in community colleges and universities
would be willing to participate in curriculum articulation, un-
der the condition that the time needed for the effort would be
compensated for with a reduction in other professional respon-
sibilities, such as, a reduction in assigned teaching hours.
11 . Study should be conducted to discover whether faculty members
in community colleges and universities would participate in
curriculum articulation under the condition that they could
elect a present duty for which the curriculum articulation ac-
tivity would serve as a substitute.
12. Research is needed to provide information as to whether or not
rewards such as financial remunerations, or promotions, would
serve as inducements to faculty members to participate in cur-
riculum articulation.
13. Further research is needed to investigate whether a relation
ship exists between the roles played by faculty members in cur-
riculum change in the college or university and the willingness
of faculty to participate in curriculum articulation.
1A. Further research is needed to determine whether
faculty members
willingness to participate in curriculum articulation
might be
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15.
related to the influence they exert over such variables as the
techniques of instruction they utilize in their classrooms,
the courses they are assigned to teach, and the college re-
lated activities they participate in outside the classroom.
Further research is needed to determine whether faculty members'
willingness to participate in curriculum articulation might be
related to the influence exerted by college and university ad-
ministrators over such variables as the techniques of instruc-
tion utilized by teachers
,
the courses faculty members are as-
signed, and the college related activities faculty members par-
ticipate in outside the classroom.
4 Ano tlisr factor may tlio fcicul ty mciub crc * iff
ingness to participate in curriculum articulation is the general
area of faculty evaluation. It is a suggestion for future study
that an attempt to measure faculty willingness to articulate
curriculum be conducted under the condition that the faculty
is informed by the proper individuals that their efforts to
articulate curriculum would be included in their evaluations.
17. Further study is needed to determine whether a relationship ex-
ists between faculty willingness to participate in curriculum
development and articulation and the attitudes of faculty with
reference to whom the faculty thinks should be responsible for
developing curriculum in the courses the faculty member presents
to students.
18. The perceptions of faculty members with respect to what they
think are the purposes of teaching and the willingness of
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faculty members to participate in curriculum articulation should
be studied to help determine whether the former has a bearing on
one's willingness to participate.
19. Further research is required to help determine whether faculty
members view curriculum articulation as an intrusion into their
classrooms, or an invasion of their academic freedom, therefore,
influencing their willingness to participate in the endeavor.
20. Research is needed to provide information regarding whether fac-
ulty who are employed in colleges in which institutional research
is frequently conducted, particularly in the area of instruction,
would be more willing to participate in curriculum articulation
than would faculty who teach in institutions in which institu-
tional research studies are not conducted.
21. Study is needed in which an attempt is made to compare the will-
ingness of faculty to evaluate curriculum and instruction with
their willingness to participate in curriculum articulation.
22. Further study is needed to help determine whether faculty mem-
bers would be more willing to participate in curriculum articu-
lation given the condition that students earned all course credits
on a pass/fail basis, as opposed to a more traditional grading
basis
.
23. Assuming that the Commonwealth Transfer Compact is adopted,
further research will be needed to determine what impact the
instrument will exert on the willingness of faculty members in
community colleges and public universities in Massachusetts to
articulate curriculum.
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24. Research is needed to determine whether the willingness of
faculty membrrs to participate in curriculum articulation is
influenced by their perceptions of dangers which could result
from their refusal to participate in curriculum articulation.
25. One last suggestion for further research is to study whether
faculty members' feelings of security influence their willing-
ness to participate in curriculum articulation. Two variables
which might be considered with respect to security are the will-
ingness of tenured faculty members to participate as opposed to
nontenured faculty, and the student enrollment trends in given
subject matter areas.
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APPENDIX A
COMMONWEALTH TRANSFER COMPACT
Signatory institutions of public higher education in the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts declare intent to honor and adhere to the follow-
ing:
1. Definition of an associate's degree transferable as a unit*
toward a baccalaureate degree as the equivalent of sixty hours
of undergraduate college level study, including:
a. six hours of English/communication
b. nine hours of behavioral/social sciences
c. nine hours of humanities/fine arts
d. nine hours of mathematics/sciences
e. the remaining credit to be on the college level.
2. The awarding upon acceptance of the full number of credits earned
while enrolled in the associate's degree program.
3. Continuous review and evaluation of the implementation of this
policy and referral to the Massachusetts Transfer Review Council
of problems related to student mobility.
Clarifications
1. Associate's degree recipients enrolling in public four-year
in-
stitutions must meet the same major, departmental, and school or
college requirements as native students to be eligible for
the
Contingent upon acceptance for admission.
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baccalaureate degree. Assuming continuity of program, this can
generally be done in a normal progression of four sequential
semesters. Students changing programs (e.g., liberal arts to
engineering) may expect that it will require more than four
semesters to complete the sequence of a new major.
2. "D" credit will be accepted toward the baccalaureate degree, but
a receiving institution is required to apply "D" credit toward a
major only if it does so for native students.
3. Lower division programs often allow students to enroll in intro-
ductory courses which permit students to explore many profession-
al specializations that can lead to professional fields at the
baccalaureate degree level. These introductory7 courses shall
count toward the baccalaureate degree for students continuing
in such a professional field of specialization. However, the
determination of the major course requirements for a baccalaureate
degree, including courses in the major taken in the lower divi-
sion, shall be the responsibility of the state institution award-
ing the baccalaureate degree.
4. Certificates and associate’s degrees other than the associate’s
degree defined above are awarded by two-year colleges, and stu-
dents from these programs are sometimes accepted by four-year
institutions. Acceptance of course credit for transfers from
such programs will be evaluated by the senior institution accord-
ing to the applicability of those courses to the baccalaureate
program in the major field of the student.
appendix B
THE OPERATIONALIZATION OF FUZZY CONCEPTS
By
Dr. Thomas E. Hutchinson
and
Larry G. Benedict
University of Massachusetts
September, 1970
After all these years, there is still a dichotomous trend in
education with vapors to behavioral objectives. On the one hand, there
is Mager (1962)
,
Bloom (1956)
,
Popham (1969)
,
and Popham and Baker (1970)
,
all of whom represent a school of thought which would have us detail in
minute, behavioral terms the objectives of whatever it is we are about,
or else, they pose, we’ll never know where we are going or where we have
been. On the other hand, there is an increasing movement with spokesmen
like Atkin (1963)
,
Ausabel (1967)
,
Raths (1968)
,
and Eisner (1969) which
questions the efficacy of the former school, suggesting that when forced
to operate along Magerian lines, the essence of what we are about may
very well be lost, or that the behavioral objective approach is limited
in its ability to deal with things that are really or should be of con-
cern and importance to us, e.g., affective goals. Despite Popham's (1968)
excellent refutation of this latter point of view, an uneasiness still
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remains with us about the efficacy and desirability of one or the other
of these two seemingly polar opposite points of view.
These two positions may not be polar opposites. The problem
may be that our abilities of conceptualizing are still in too immature
a state to handle the non-Magerians versus the Magerians points of view
simultaneously. The point is:
Evaluators, educators, all human beings, have enormous difficulties
in reporting the sum and sweep of their objectives. We all have
goals and we consciously and unconsciously give priority to some
goals over others. But we have few reliable ways to report them
to others, or even to reveal them to ourselves. (Stake and Denny,
1969, pp. 375-376)
This is the crux of the matter. We all have goals but getting from
goals to verbalized or explicit statements of what these goals mean not
only to others but to ourselves is the problem.
For example, it is easy to state, "The student shall solve five
quadratic equations in five minutes without the use of any materials
other than scrap paper and a pencil." It is easy to communicate this to
others with full understanding, as it is an easy task to determine whether,
if and when this objective is accomplished by the learner. However, this
is not the case with a whole host of other kinds of goals, e.g., affec-
tive: "The student shall be self—actualizing . . .' or The student shall
value his self," and so on. These latter goals are difficult to communi-
cate and understand and yet a legitimate argument can and is made that
these are important as is solving five quadratic equations. Yet, while
verbalizing these humanistic or affective goals, teachers and educators
and objective-writers have failed to deal effectively with them precise-
ly because their conceptualizing abilities have not been
advanced enough
nor comprehensive enough to do so.
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Where is the solution? Can there be one? Is it true that with-
out Magerian objectives we can not progress anywhere? Is it true, as
the non-Magerians state, that putting content or goals into Magerian
terms destroys that which is to be measured?
To date, our conceptualization strategies have been limited.
A possible bridge from the Mager to the Atkin position, i.e., a possible
solution to this dilemma, may have been developed by Hutchinson (1969a,
1969b)—perhaps quite accidentally while working on solutions to other
problems. He may have come up with a process whereby both the Magerians
and their opposition will feel not only comfortable with what they are
doing, but with each other. They need not seem to be polar opposites
any longer, nor mutually exclusive, since in reality (it is contended)
they are simply different points on a single continum.
Examine for a moment some of the beginning of this controversy.
Why is it that objectives ever began? It could have started when eval-
uation or assessment of student achievement began. It really came into
focus with programmed learning with which Mager was really concerned
when he wrote his book. The problem actually had its basis in the need
for measurement. And this is the point at which evaluators entered the
scene
.
Evaluators and evaluations have had and continue to have a bad
name. They are associated with anxiety on both the teachers'
and stu-
dents' parts. They have too often been part of the first
school of
thought mentioned earlier: "Tell me your specific behavioral
objectives
and then I will evaluate" is typically assigned as coming
from an eval-
uator. As Stake and Denny write (1969), "An evaluator's
technical skill
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should help the educator convey his purposes, both those that quickly
come to mind and those implicit in what he does. What are the present
methods. . . . Our methods now are crude, unstandardized and unvali-
dated. They should be more evocative, more sensitive than indicated
by the bold request, 'Please state your objectives in the following
space.'" (p. 376)
However, the above is not the only shortcoming of evaluators.
A second is that of the subjective approach to evaluation, all too com-
mon a practice today. In this method of evaluation, the evaluator enters
the situation and "feels" what is happening, or tries to sense some sort
of global dimensions of what's happening, after which the evaluation is
written. The problems with this approach are all too obvious.
Yet a third dimension which contributes to the fear and anxiety
associated with evaluations is that the evaluator will use outside, un-
known or irrelevant criteria to evaluate "my school" or "my course" or
"ME." That this point has been compromised is evidenced, for example,
by such criteria for a Social Studies Evaluation, as provided in the
Natural Study of Secondary School Evaluation s, Evaluative Cr teu-a (1960)
as: enrollment, number of sections, range of class size, class periods
per week, room arrangement and so on.
These problems with the current state of evaluations need not be
the case. In fact, the whole nature of evaluation, what it is and
isn't,
what it should and shouldn't do is changing (Stake, 1967, Stuff
lebeam,
1969, Scriven, 1967). Evaluation is headed for a new
definition for
which it indeed is time.
It is in this new movement of redefinition of the
function of
evaluation, and in developing a much-needed methodology
of evaluation
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consistent with this movement that Hutchinson has devised a procedure
he has entitled "The Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts." An initial
reaction to such a title is probably scepticism followed by "What is it?"
Upon investigating this procedure, one discovered an extremely wide
range of potential possibilities and applications. One such applica-
tion is dealing with educational goals that are not easily turned into
behavioral objectives.
What is a Fuzzy Concept?
Fuzzy concepts are common. We all use them everyday of our lives
in communicating: peace, love, democracy, patriotism and civil liberties
are just a few examples of some of the many, many fuzzies used frequently
today. Because each of us has different perceptions of the same words,
such as those above, or phrases like self-actualization, individualizing
instruction and student-centered learning, there often arises misunder-
standing, disagreement, tension, and even conflict. Often one hears the
point made that what is really at issue is a semantic problem, a commun-
ication gap. This is due in part to the use of fuzzy concepts.
Fuzzy concepts can also be said to represent the dichotomy be-
tween instructional or behavioral objectives and goals, or non-ins truc-
tional objectives. This very important difference or differentiation
between goal and objective should not be underemphasized, overlooked nor
confused. A goal, for example, is an "end" in non-behaviorally defined
terms, such as "The student shall be self-actualizing." An instruction-
al or behavioral objective on the other hand is an operationalized goal,
e.g., "The student shall list in writing his own reading list of at least
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five books in this course in Learning Psychology: The apparent gap be-
tween the two schools of thought on the objectives controversy, between
"goals" and "behavioral objectives," is due in part to the fact that in
reality, these represent two different points on a single continum, not
two different continua. As Stake and Denny wrote, mentioned above, all
of us have goals. It is simply a lack of conceptualizing strategies,
an absence of a means by which to show that this gap is only an apparent
one that is the issue in this controversy.
Hutchinson’s technique, the operationalization of fuzzy concepts,
may be the conceptual tool needed to resolve the issue. Keeping in mind
the definition of goals, this might be represented as shown in Figure 1.
FIGURE 1
GOAL
Operationalization
of
Fuzzy Concepts
behavioral objective
behavioral objective
behavioral objective
behavioral objective
behavioral objective
A goal, when the operationalization technique is applied, will probably
yield many behavioral objectives. It is important, therefore, not to
dismiss goals, just as it is important not to dismiss objectives. The
premise here is still the use of objectives, or operationalized goals.
What is important is the way or means by which teachers
and other edu-
cational decision-makers are exposed and introduced to
the logic and
necessity of objectives, as well as the way in which evaluators
go about
arriving at behavioral objectives.
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Hutchinson has expressed the position that the best way to
learn this technique is to experience it, and if so, this paper is lim-
ited in its method and effectiveness
. In order to approximate the ex-
perience, the reader is encouraged to practice each step of the procedure
as it is introduced and discussed. To simply read through the remaining
part of this paper without trying to experience each step will probably
lead the reader to confusion and, worse, a poor decision on the merit of
the technique.
The Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts: A Methodology
Step 1 : The first step in this procedure is for you to choose the
fuzzy concept to be operationalized. Some examples are:
peace, love, helping others, job satisfaction, self-fulfill-
ment, etc. The reader should choose a fuzzy concept that he
uses, or intends to use, rather than one which is not impor-
tant or meaningful to him. For purposes of this exposition,
perhaps it would be easier if the concept "helping others"
is used. Write the fuzzy concept on a piece of paper.
Step 2 : Create in your mind a hypothetical situation. This hypo-
thetical situation will have a group of people in it, an en-
vironment, things, furniture, etc. It may be indoors or
outdoors. Now, imagine that the fuzzy concept exists in
this situation and is in the epitome, is absolutely one
hundred percent present. Observe that situation and all
the things you see about it that indicates to yo u.
that your
fuzzy concept is present in this situation.
The hypothetical
situations should be as complete and real as
possible.
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For example, the hypothetical situation in this case
might be a classroom with chairs, tables, blackboards, etc.
There is a teacher present, a group of students and so on.
The teacher's behavior is the epitome of "helping others."
List those things you can observe in this situation that
indicate to you that the fuzzy concept is present. Some
things might be:
a. concerned with the student as an individual
b . warm
c. sincere
d. considerate of students' opinions, values, etc.
e. smiles a lot
f. provides a supportive climate
g. provides success experiences for students
h. provides experiences for students to reduce their
anxiety
i. provides experiences for students to define and reach
their own goals
Obviously, there are many others. Possibly none of these
would appear on your list of your concept of "helping others."
Now, you should write your list down. Use this hypothetical
situation completely, try to identify all the elements of
"helping others."
Step 3 : Now, again construct a hypothetical situation and again with
the environment and furniture, things, etc., a group of peo-
ple and there is present in this situation the complete ab-
sence of the fuzzy concept, e.g., absolutely no "helping
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others" present. What things do you see in this situation
that indicate to you that your fuzzy concept is completely
absent from this situation. Let's take again the same hy-
pothetical situation as was set up in Step 2: a classroom,
a teacher, a group of students, etc. This time, imagine
that this teacher is directly opposite the ideal of helping
others. List those things you can see in this situation
which definitely indicate to you this teacher is not "help-
ing others." Some examples might include:
a. ignores students' opinions and values
b. not aware of students as individuals
c. egocentric
d. selfish
e. does not allow for individualization
f. authoritarian
g. discourteous
h. undermines students' feelings, morale, etc.
Obviously, again, these are only a few possibilities. Again,
maybe none of these will appear on your list or fit your con-
ception of "helping others." Write down all those things in
this situation that you observe that indicate to you the fuz-
zy concept is absent. Don't bother with the negative state-
ment of the positive elements listed in the previous step.
Concentrate on identifying those aspects that were not
al-
ready found.
After having gone through both the positive and
nega-
tive hypothetical situations, the chance of
easily finding
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more dimensions out of one’s mind is not very great. So
next we employed some strategies called tests of complete-
ness^ (First test of completeness) : Get someone else to
go through the same steps as above with the same fuzzy con-
cept. One then looks at the other person's list and con-
siders item by item if the item should be on one’s own list
and if it is, add it to the list. Should you decide the
item is inappropriate, reject it, i.e., it does not fit your
conception. Or a third possibility is that the other indi-
vidual’s item may make you think of one or more dimensions
you have forgotten (recommended perhaps because you dislike
their dimension.) Ideally, this test of completeness should
be done with three or four other people.
Write down the appropriate dimensions which result from
above.
Step 5 : (Second test of completeness) : Go back and recreate the hy-
pothetical situations. Now, there were things that you saw
in those hypothetical situations that you wrote down, i.e.,
your two lists. There were other things that you saw that
you did not write down. Go back, look again at those things
that you saw and did not write down, and seriously consider
the implications of these not being dimensions.
To use an example out of the context of helping others,
consider the fuzzy concept "job satisfaction." If a person
was operationalizing "success in a job," one of the dimensions
which rejected in the first hypothetical situation might be
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money. Now, the question should be asked, "What are the
implications for success in a job where the job provides
no money at all?" Suddenly it becomes obvious that for
almost everyone, money must play some role however slight
in job satisfaction. So the dimension money is added, but
perhaps a qualified amount, e.g., $10,000.
Now, consider those dimensions you rejected for your
fuzzy concept and write them down on your list if on recon-
sideration they are for you, a part of the concept.
Step 6 : (Third and last test of completeness): The task here is to
deliberately construct some dimensions that have nothing to
do with your fuzzy concept, in this case "helping others,"
and again, consider the implications of these dimensions
for your concept. Try that and in fact, write them down.
Start out by asking yourself, "What has nothing to do with
(fuzzy concept)" and then, "Does it really
matter?"
The example of our teacher "helping others" provided
us with a number of dimensions of this concept. Now, did
you consider the teacher’s family life? relationship with
his or her peers, the administration? Probably not, but
is it not possible that each of these could have serious
implications on that teacher's "helping others?" The pur-
pose here is not in fact to find things nothing to do with
your concept but rather to attack the problem from a dif-
ferent perspective.
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As you proceed through these steps, each one will be
more difficult as the dimensions that comprise your con-
ceptualization of what you mean by your fuzzy concept be-
come more and more complete the number not identified be-
come fewer and fewer and therefore hard to find.
After one has gone through the six steps in sequence,
it is reasonable to conclude that one has a fairly complete
list of the parts of the concept at the just level of break-
down. This product of this process, then, might be repre-
sented in Figure 2.
FIGURE 2
i
i
Goal
1
Operationalization of
Fuzzy Concepts
Level I Breakdown 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
Prioritize
Repeat OFC
V
Level II Breakdown 4' 4
,f 4
,,, 4n
Prioritize
Repeat OFC
I
Level III Breakdown 4'a 4’b 4'c 4'n
Now using our example of helping others, as a result
of the first
four steps, some seventeen dimensions of "helping
others" were arrived at
9’ 9 9n
9
' a 9’b 9 ' c 9'n
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Thus, on the first level of Figure 2, there are seventeen numbers. The
next step in the process is:
Step 7: For each item on your list, in this case seventeen, perhaps
added to as a result of the tests of completeness, the read-
er should ask himself, "Can I observe that dimension direct-
ly?" Something which can't be observed directly is defined
as a fuzzy concept. Thus, for each item, you must decide
if it is still fuzzy and if it is, then you must repeat, in
the same order, the sequence of steps above.
In this particular example, none of the seventeen items are di-
rectly observable and thus each must be further operationalized at least
another level. Obviously, at this point, it becomes clear that this can
be a very lengthy process. It could take nearly forever to do a complete
operationalization. Thus, at this point in the process, another technique
is used, namely prioritization .
Since time is a resource and all resources exist in limited
amounts, the reader must decide how much time he can allot to operation-
alization, depending on the reason he began the process. As an example,
let's assume time is limited to a given amount and the operationalizer
decides only items one, two, twelve, and fourteen can be operationalized.
He repeats the process for each of these, including the important Step 7.
Again, if an unmanageable number of dimensions are found, each of which
needs further operationalization, the prioritization at level two may
take place, as in level one.
For a very fuzzy concept, what usually happens is that very few
items at the first level of breakdown will be directly observable.
As
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the operationalization process is carried further, a larger percentage
are found to be directly observable.
Perhaps it would be appropriate here to use a less fuzzy con-
cept, one which can be fully operationalized in several levels rather
than a large number. A fuzzy concept for a college physical education
teacher might be a "competent weight lifter." At the first level of
breakdown, there are two dimensions: Olympic lifts and power lifts.
Asking the question, are these measurable or observable directly, the
answer is "no" and the process if continued.
At the second level of breakdown, six more components are found
—
three from each of the first two: press, snatch, clean and jerk; and
bench press, squat and dead lift. Further operationalizing "competent,"
certain attributes are attached to these dimensions, thus the third
level of breakdown: (For a weight-lifter with a body weight of 123 1/2
pounds or less)
Press : 150 pounds
Snatch: 150 pounds
Clean and Jerk: 200 pounds
Bench Press: 200 pounds
Squat: 250 pounds
Dead Lift: 450 pounds
Each of these can be observed or measured by numerous methods and thus
no longer fuzzy. The lifts themselves are operationalized by the cur-
rent A.A.V. Weightlifting Handbook .
This was obviously a simplistic fuzzy concept with appeal to a
limited audience. However, it exhibits how the process can and does
work.
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FIGURE 3
Level 0
Breakdown
Level I
Breakdown
Level II
Breakdown
Level III
Breakdown
Goal
This then has been a brief overview of the operationalization
of fuzzy concepts. It was introduced by two potential applications:
First, as part of a new methodology of evaluation; and second, as a
method of resolving the objectives controversy. However, these two
applications are not the only ones, nor are they the only ones which
have been used to date. Several examples might be useful. This tech-
nique has been used by various students and faculty at the School of
Education, University of Massachusetts for the following tasks:
1. For purposes of clarification in writing, in delivering speeches;
2. For teaching elementary science and elementary art;
3. For teaching generalizations and concepts.
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Hutchinson has also used this technique over the last year and a half
in the development of evaluation designs, for goal clarification, for
dissertation design, and for hypothesis clarification.
These have been but a few examples but sufficient enough to
give the reader a feeling for the potential of this technique. It is
hoped that the reader will try the technique in the future.
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APPENDIX C
REPORT OF THE TRANSFER REVIEW COUNCIL
In November of 1971, Dr. Lawrence Dennis, Dr. William Dwyer
and Dr. Robert Wood, the Executive Officers of the three largest seg-
ments of public higher education in Massachusetts, discussed the for-
mation of a Transfer Review Council with Dr. Ernest Beals (University
of Massachusetts, Amherst), Ms. Jana Matthews (Massachusetts State
College System)
,
and Dr. Gordon Pyle (Board of Regional Community Col-
leges) . This Council was conceived as a body which would review the
transfer policies and procedures presently in existence in public high-
er education in the Commonwealth. Any recommended changes in these
policies and procedures would be made to the Executive Officers, and
in turn, by them to the various Boards of Trustees for enactment. The
three Executive Officers each agreed to appoint a president or chancel-
lor, an academic dean, an admissions or transfer officer, a faculty
member, a student, a member of the central office staff. In addition,
it was agreed that the Chairman of the State Transfer Articulation Com-
mittee would automatically be a member of the Council and that Lowell
Technological Institure, Southeastern Massachusetts University, and the
Board of Higher Education would each be invited to send a representative
to the Council.
On December 6, 1971, the Council met at Framingham State College.
Dr. Ernest Beals was elected Chairman, Ms. Jana Matthews,
Vice-Chairman,
and Dr. Glenda Lee, Secretary. Critical areas involving
transfers were
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soon identified and four Steering Committees were appointed to deal with:
1. curriculum articulation and credit evaluation between two-year
and four-year institutions;
2. current transfer admissions policies and procedures;
3. transfer enrollment trends; and
4. upper division colleges.
Each Steering Committee was charged with developing task forces
which would involve many other members of the total public higher educa-
tion system. Reports with recommendations were to be submitted to the
full Council at its next meeting. The State College System, the Univer-
sity of Massachusetts, and the Community College System pledged nearly
six thousand dollars to various transfer studies and to the establishment
of a bank of information about transfer students in the Commonwealth.
Curriculum Articulation and Credit Evaluation
The designation of a Committee on Curriculum Articulation indi-
cated a tacit assumption that policy recommendations were needed to ease
the curriculum-related difficulties of transfer students in the Common-
wealth. The Committee tested this assumption by surveying the credit
evaluation policies and practices of Massachusetts four-year public in
stitutions. The Committee hoped to uncover whatever ambiguity, inconsis-
tency, and discord presently exists in this area. Data derived from the
survey was intended to inform the Committee and enable them to formulate
policy recommendations.
Key personnel in the transfer process were identified
and during
of 1972, Committee members visited all ofDecember of 1971 and January
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the public four-year colleges in the Commonwealth, viz.
,
those colleges
in the State College System (Boston, Bridgewater, Fitchburg, Framingham,
Lowell, Westfield, Worcester, North Adams, Salem State Colleges; Massachusetts
College of Art; Massachusetts Maritime Academy); Southeastern Massachusetts
University; Lowell Technological Institute; University of Massachusetts,
Amherst and Boston campuses. They discovered that:
1. While all colleges officially designate one officer responsible
for credit evaluation decisions, most decisions are made upon
the advice and consent of others. Referrals are usually made
to academic departments or department heads
.
2. Colleges differ in the minimum number of credits that have to
be completed before transfer: six colleges said they had no
minimum, four said one to fifteen, three said sixteen to thirty,
none said thirty-one to forty-five, but two said forty-five to
sixty
.
3. Most colleges have a grade point average below which transfer
applicants are not considered. This is somewhere in the range
from 2.0 to 2.5.
4. All colleges have a minimum number of credits that must be earned
at their institution (thirty hours everywhere but UMass/Amherst
,
which requires forty-five)
.
5. All fifteen colleges evaluate transfer credits
course-by-course.
The majority of the colleges accept non-equivalent credits
(courses not matching up with any of the college’s catalog
list-
ings) and apply these to electives, core requirements,
or major
requirements. Only four give no-credit waivers.
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6. Only UMass /Amherst makes a distinction among associate degrees
(viz.
,
AA, AAS
,
AS)
.
7. Only one college automatically accepts and applies toward gradu-
ation all credits granted by a sending college.
8. Most colleges accept credits at face value. However, policy
concerning D grades differ. Only UMass/Amherst allowed D's to
be transferred and credited toward a major or graduation. (Note:
Nine colleges allowed D's earned on their own campus to be
credited toward a major.)
9. Only three out of fifteen colleges include the GPA earned at
the sending college in computing the student's final GPA.
10. Most colleges do not have a policy concerning the granting of
credit for "non-traditional study," e.g., University Without
Walls, life experience, independent study, advanced placement.
11. Over half the institutions do not give credit for work done at
non-accredited institutions or through USAFI.
Current Transfer Admissions Policies and Practices
State Colleges
Prior to approval of the new transfer policy (October 14 , 1971 ),
the state colleges had residency requirements which varied from one to
two years and/or from thirty to sixty hours of credit. However, the new
State College System Transfer Policy states that a student need only
successfully complete one year as a full-time student to receive a bac-
calaureate degree from any state college (not applicable to the
Massachusetts College of Art or the Massachusetts Maritime Academy).
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The new Transfer Policy also states that any college in the
Massachusetts State College System will accept credits of "C" or bet-
ter earned in equal or comparable courses in institutions of higher
education in the Commonwealth. (Maintenance of a "C" average does
not insure transfer to a state college.)
Community Colleges
The community colleges do not have a uniform transfer policy.
Over half of the colleges stated that a 2.0 cumulative average
is necessary for acceptance and several stated that credit would only
be given for course work receiving a 2.0 or better. Advanced Standing
or credit given through CLEP were seldom mentioned.
University of Massachusetts
The University requires a minimum of forty-five credit hours
in residence.
Credit is given for comparable courses with a 2.0 or better.
Any student admitted to the University of Massachusetts/Amherst
who was awarded an Associate in Arts degree (A. A.) from any accredited
institution will automatically be granted: (1) the number of credits
required to attain the A. A. degree [including "D" grades]; (2) full jun-
ior standing; and (3) completion of all University-wide core require-
ments. However, all transfer students must still complete all of the
college, departmental, and major requirements.
On April 24, 1972, the Council held its second meeting. The
new Transfer Policy at the University of Massachusetts/Amherst
was dis-
cussed. All Council members agreed that this policy was
an indication
189
of improved coordination and articulation between the two-year colleges
and the University of Massachusetts /Amherst
.
The Steering Committees’ reports were discussed at the meeting.
Two resolutions were passed:
1. That the Chairman of the Transfer Review Council request the
Board of Higher Education, through the Chancellor, to give im-
mediate and top priority to the establishment of an admissions
data bank for higher education in the Commonwealth.
2. That inter-segmental subject matter sub-committee be established
to discuss flexible four-year course sequences in each discipline.
All agreed that guidelines are needed to facilitate a student's
easy transfer from a two-year to a four-year curriculum in any given
subject area.
At the end of its first year of work, the Council thanks all
those who have contributed time, money, thought, and effort to solving
the problems which students encounter when they transfer from one insti-
tution to another in pursuit of higher education. In the coming year,
the Council will continue its efforts to improve all aspects of articu-
lation between institutions of higher education in the Commonwealth and
will begin to formulate recommendations in the area of transfer policies
and procedures.
Transfer Enrollment Trends
In the fall of 1968, there were 7,368 transfer students admitted
into public and private institutions of higher education in Massachusetts.
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In September of 1970, there were 5,232 transfer students ad-
mitted in public higher education alone (Community College 1,418; Uni-
versity of Massachusetts, Boston and Amherst, 1,244; State College Sys-
tem, 2,002). The total number of students admitted to four-year public
institutions was 3,814, with the State College System enrolling fifty-
two percent of those students.
In September of 1970, new transfer students represented 7.4 per-
cent of the State College System's instructional student undergraduate
enrollment. For the University of Massachusetts, Amherst and Boston,
the figure was 6.2 percent.
In September of 1971, the State College System enrolled about
twenty-eight percent of al] transfer students who annlied. Transfer aD-
plications comprised about twenty-one percent of the total applications
to the State College System, and those who enrolled comprised about
twenty-one percent of the September 1971 "first-time" student enrollment
in the State College System.
By comparison, the University of Massachusetts, Amherst and
Boston, enrolled twenty-four percent of all transfer students //ho ap-
plied. Transfer applications comprised about twenty-three percent of
the total applications to the University of Massachusetts, and those
who enrolled were about twenty-six percent of the September 1971 "first-
time" student enrollment at the University.
The community colleges, in contrast, enrolled sixty percent
(1,051) of those transfer applicants who applied (1,734). Transfer
applications, however, comprised only seven percent of the total ap-
plications to the community colleges, and those transfer students who
enrolled were only eight percent of the "first-time" student
enrollment.
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The potential number of transfer students is difficult to
predict but is growing each year. In June of 1971, 1,839 students
graduated from "transfer programs" in community colleges. In September
of 1971, 8,756 students (3,483 of whom were sophomores) in the commun-
ity colleges were enrolled in transfer programs.
APPENDIX D
A LIST OF THE SCHOOLS HOLYOKE COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS
TRANSFERRED TO IN 1971 AND THE NUMBERS INVOLVED
Holyoke Community College
Holyoke, Massachusetts
Listed below are the schools that students from the college
transferred to in 1971 and the numbers involved. A total of 406 stu-
dents transferred to some 77 institutions with full credit for work
completed at Holyoke Community College.
School Total
Academic Modern (School of Fashion)
American International College
Amherst College
Arizona State College
Art Institute of Boston
Atlantic Union College
Berkshire Medical Center
Boston College
Boston University
University of Bridgeport
Bridgewater State College
Bryant College
University of Connecticut
Central Connecticut State College
Eastern New Mexico University
Fitchburg State College
Florida Keys Community College
University of Florida
1
44
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
4
1
2
2
1
1
6
1
1
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School
Total
Forsyth School of Dental Hygiene
Greenfield Community College
University of Hartford
Hampshire College
Hartt College of Music
University of Hawaii
The College of Insurance, New York
Keene State College
Lowell State College
Lowell Technical Institute
Lyndon State College
Loyola of Montreal
University of Maine
University of Massachusetts
Massachusetts College of Art
Medical College of Georgia
University of Miami
University of Missouri
Monmouth College
Montgomery College
Mount Holyoke College
Mount Wachusett Community College
New England Aeronautical Institute
New England College
North Adams State College
Northeastern University
Northeastern Illinois University
Norwich University
Ohio State College
Orange County Community College
Our Lady of the Elms
Pratt Institute
Quinsigamond Community College
Rhode Island College
Rhode Island School of Design
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
149
1
1
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
12
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1
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SchpQl Total
University of Rhode Island 1
Rochester Institute of Technology 1
St. Hyacinth’s College and Seminary 1
St. Lawrence Friary 1
St. Michael's College 1
Salem State College 1
San Jose State College 1
Skidmore College
„ 1
Smith College 1
Southeastern Massachusetts University 4
University of South Florida 2
Springfield College 2
Springfield Technical Community College 12
Stockbridge School of Agriculture 4
Union College 1
Universal Airlines Personnel School 1
Western New England College 37
Westfield State College 33
West Texas State University 1
Windham College 1
Worcester City Hospital 1
Worcester State College 1
Youngstown State University 1
Yuba College 1
appendix E
REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON TRANSFER ADMISSIONS:
POLICIES AND PRACTICES
State Colleges
Residency Requirement
Prior to approval of the new transfer policy (October 14, 1971)
the state colleges had varying residency requirements. The catalogs
specified academic residency requirements ranging from one to two years
and/or from thirty to sixty hours of credit.
The recent State College System Transfer Policy states that a
student need only successfully complete one year as a full-time student
to receive a baccalaureate degree from any state college (not applica-
ble to the Massachusetts College of Art or the Massachusetts Maritime
Academy)
.
Transfer Credits
Seven colleges stated that transfer credit would be awarded for
courses with a "C" or better. Two colleges mention the need for a "C"
average for admission.
The recent State College System Transfer Policy states that the
Massachusetts State College System will accept credits of "C" or better
earned in equal or comparable courses in institutions of higher educa-
tion in the Commonwealth. (Maintenance of a "C
M average does not insure
transfer to a state college.)
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Posture vis a vis Community Colleges
One state college mentioned preferential treatment for commun-
ity college applicants.
The new transfer policy states that among equally qualified
and eligible transfer applicants, priority in admissions will be given
bo students within the State College System and then to qualified
transfer applicants from community colleges.
Community Colleges
The community colleges do not have a uniform transfer policy.
Admissions
Seven out of eight catalogs examined stated that a 2.0 cumulative
average is necessary for acceptance; one college mentioned 1.5.
Transfer Credit
Four colleges stated that credit will only be given for course
work receiving a 2.0 or better. One college mentioned advanced standing
may be awarded and credit given through CLEP
.
University of Massachusetts
Residency Requirements
The University requires a minimum of forty-five credit hours in
residence.
Transfer Credits
Credit is given for comparable courses with a 2.0 or better.
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Posture vis a vis Community Colleges
Amherst writes that it gives priority to transfer students from
Massachusetts Community Colleges. Boston states that it guarantees
acceptance to "fully qualified" community college transfer students.
appendix F
PROGRESS REPORT:
TRANSFER REVIEW COUNCIL TASK FORCE ON CURRICULUM ARTICULATION
AND CREDIT EVALUATION SURVEY
1.
Who makes the credit evaluation decisions?
While all colleges officially designate one officer as respon-
sible for credit evaluation decisions, in practice most deci-
sions are made upon the advice or advice and consent of others.
In the main, referrals are to academic departments or depart-
ment heads.
2.
Does your college have an established maximum number of hours it will
accept for transfer?
Realistically, the answer is "yes," since all have a minimum for
the number of credits that must be taken at the receiving insti-
tution (thirty hours at all colleges except UMass /Amherst , which
requires forty-five)
.
3.
Does your college require completion of minimum number of credits be-
fore transfer?
Minimum Hours Number of Colleges
0 6
1-15 *
16-30 3
31-45 0
45-60 2
15
4.
Does your college have a GPA cutoff befow which transfer applicants
are not considered?
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None 3
2.0 7
Effectively 2. 3-2. 5 5
TOTAL 15
Yes No
5. Does your college include the GPA earned at the
sending college in computing the graduation GPA? ^ ^
6 . Does your college generally equate the associate
degree with completion of all lower division re- 2 13
quirements?
7. Does your college make distinctions among associate
degress (viz., AA, AAS
,
AS)? 15
8 . Does your college automatically accept and apply
toward graduation all credits granted by a sending 1 14
college?
If no, what criteria are used to determine excep-
tions?
9. Does your college accept credits at face value (A's
as A's, B's as B's, etc.)?
13 2
10. Does your college allow D's earned in the sending
college to be credited toward graduation?
15
11. Does your college allow D's earned in the sending
• college to be credited toward a major?
15
12. Does your college allow D's earned on your campus
to be credited toward a major?
13. Does your college evaluate transfer credits course
by course?
14. Does your college accept transfer credits on the
basis of course equivalency only ?
2 13
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Yes No
Does your college accept non-equivalent credits
(courses not matching up with any of your own
catalogue listings)?
13 2
If yes, does your college allow credits
in non-equivalent courses to be applied
earned
to . . .
electives 13
core requirements 11 3
major requirements 11 4
no-credit waivers 4 9
16. What is the practice or policy at your college
regarding each of the following "unconventional"
modes of earning credit?
1 .
3.
4 .
5.
If sending college gives credit, we give credit.
T.T«"> A trn ^ r\ i -M UV UV W ^ -J- V X— u •
Credit depends upon our interpretation and evaluation
(note criteria used)
.
We haven't faced this yet and have no policy.
Other (specify)
.
Indicate the most appropriate of the above responses by writing
its number in the box at the left of each item below.
CLEP
UWW (University Without Walls, Classroom Without Walls)
Independent Study
Life Experience
Non-Degree Courses (e.g., evening, continuing education,
general studies)
Advanced Placement
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| |
USAFI
Work done at non-accredited institutions
Categories of
Response for
Institutions CLEP uww
Indepen-
dent Study
Life Ex-
perience
N-D
Courses
Advanced
Placement USAFI
Non-Ac-
credited
1 3 0 5 1 5 5 1 2
2 0 1 0 3 2 2 7 5
3 9 2 7 2 7 6 3 8
A 1 1 2 8 0 0 1 0
5 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
No Response 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 0
TOTAL 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Yes No
17. Do you have a formula for equating tri- g 5
mester credits with semester credits?
( 2—no return)
If so, please explain briefly:
1 trimester credit =2/3 semester credit
18. Do you have a formula for equating credits
earned in quarters with those earned in
semesters?
If so, please explain briefly:
Total hour required (Quarter)
Total hour required (Semester)
10 2
( 3—no return)
Northeastern Quarter X 3/
A
Semester Hour
APPENDIX G
LETTER OF APPOINTMENT TO
MASSACHUSETTS TRANSFER REVIEW COUNCIL
Telephone: 727-2876
November 16
,
1971
Professor Eli Sherman
Holyoke Community College
170 Sargeant Street
Holyoke, Massachusetts 01401
Dear Professor Sherman:
The Executive Officers of the various sectors of public
higher education have established a Transfer Review Council.
This Council will be concerned with reviewing the present
transfer problems
,
policies
,
and procedures between the
public segments of higher education in the Commonwealth. The
primary purpose of this Council will be to advise and make
recommendations to the Executive Officers which, in turn,
will be transmitted to the various Boards.
The University of Massachusetts, the State College System
and the Community College System will each have six (6)
members distributed as follows: a President, an Academic
Dean, an Admissions or Transfer Official, a faculty member,
a student and a Staff member from the System Office. Lowell
Technological Institute and Southern Massachusetts University
will each be invited to send a representative. A representa-
tive of the State Transfer Articulation Committee (STAC) will
also be invited.
I would appreciate your serving as the faculty representative
for the Community College System on this Committee. Will
you please return the attached form indicating whether or not
you will be able to attend the first meeting.
I am sure you will make a valuable contribution to this
endeavor.
Sincerely,
)«r
William G. Dwyer
President
wgdA
attachment
appendix H
POLICY RECOMMENDATION FOR FACILITATING STUDENT MOBILITY
IN MASSACHUSETTS PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION
AND
COMMONWEALTH TRANSFER COMPACT
Introduction
During the next decade, higher education in Massachusetts will
be measured, not by growth as in the past, but rather by its ability
to deliver improved academic services to the citizens of the Commonwealth
Accordingly, in 1971, the Massachusetts Transfer Review Council
was established to foster improved student mobility among institutions
of higher education. The Council is responsible for initiating policies
toward that end. In an effort to fulfill its role within the mandate,
the Massachusetts Transfer Review Council has identified five major
areas for investigation:
1. Opportunity for student mobility within the system of higher
education;
2. Diversity and differentiation among institutions and programs;
3. Experimentation and flexibility in undergraduate and continuing
education;
4. Special targeted programs for such groups as the poor and dis-
advantaged, older students, women, and students with special
requirements or needs;
Opportunities for deferred or interrupted study.5.
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The recommendation contained in this report is addressed specifically
to the issue of student mobility as reflected in the transfer of two-
year college students to the upper division of four-year institutions.
The Context: Massachusetts Public Higher Education
Since the passage of the Willis Harrington Act in 1965, an in-
terlocking system of public higher education has been evolving in
Massachusetts. In the period since 1965, the shift away from a mere
collection of isolated institutions to a network of institutional seg-
ments has been achieved without recourse to a strong centralized execu-
tive structure. The present structure is based more on consensus than
control. This structure permits institutions to exercise a high level
of local discretion in responding to client needs.
At the two-year college level, individual institutions have not
been able to exercise fully this discretionary authority because of the
perceived or actual restrictions imposed by the receiving institutions
in the matter of transfer. The mission of the community college is to
provide access to education for students who might otherwise be excluded
for a variety of reasons, including past academic performance, cultural
factors, and economic limitations. To fulfill this mission, the commun
ity college must be free to develop, utilize, and manipulate academic
processes in order to serve this population adequately. In so doing,
these institutions often find it necessary to depart from conventional
academic procedures. Consequently, a community college program equiva-
lent to that of the lower division of a four-year college is
often not
parallel. Similarly, junior colleges and technical institutes in the
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private sector often have a clientel whose best interests are not nec-
essarily best served by conventional programs.
The viability of the consensus structure will, to a large extent,
be determined by its demonstrated ability to adapt and meet student and
institutional needs. A necessary first step is the improvement in the
procedures involved in the transfer of students from two-year colleges
to the upper division of four-year institutions. Currently, these pro-
cesses are fraught with ad hoc decisions, uncertainty for the students,
and a host of situational considerations which make it impossible to pre-
dict the outcome of transfer for any but the most capable students.
Transfer Categories
Students transferring credit from the community colleges to up- , „
per division institutions fall into these primary groups:
1. Students transferring occasional courses;
2. Fully enrolled students who transfer prior to completion of the
AA/AS degree;
3. Graduates with either AA or AS degrees.
Ideally, there should be consensus on policy relating to all three cate-
gories. As one small step toward that ideal, the Transfer Review Council
has chosen the third category as the focus of its first policy
recommenda-
tion.
Statement of Policy
Throughout public higher education in the Commonwealth,
an asso-
ciate degree from any community college signatory to
the Commonwealth
Transfer Compact will be honored as a unit and
construed as:
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1. Completion of at least sixty hours of work toward a baccalau-
reate degree; and
2. Completion of at least thirty-three credit hours toward fulfill-
ment of the general education requirements for the baccalaureate
degree.
Further, all associate degree holders accepted for transfer under the
Compact will be subject to no special requirements beyond those speci-
fied as major department and/or graduation requirements for students who
originally enrolled in the receiving institution as freshmen.
Compact Specifications
Signatory institutions of public higher education in the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts will honor this policy and adhere to the follow- ,
ing:
*
1. Definition of the associate degree transferable as a unit
toward a baccalaureate degree as the equivalent of sixty credit
hours of undergraduate college-level study, including:
a. six hours of English/communication,
b. nine hours of behavioral/social sciences,
c. nine hours of humanities/fine arts,
d. nine hours of mathematics/sciences,
e. the remaining credits to be on a college level.
2. The awarding, upon acceptance, of the full number
of credits
earned while enrolled in the associate degree program.
*Contingent upon acceptance for admission.
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3.
Continuous review and evaluation of the implementation of this
policy and referral to the Massachusetts Transfer Review
Council of problems related to student mobility.
Clarifications
1. Students changing programs (e.g.
,
liberal arts to engineering)
may expect that it will require more than four semesters to
complete the sequence of a new major.
2. "D" credit will be accepted toward the baccalaureate degree,
but a receiving institution is required to apply "D" credit
toward a major only if it does so for "native" students; that
is, students who enrolled in the four-year institution as
freshmen.
3. This unit transfer policy will accomplish the twin objectives
of (a) providing unlimited opportunities for instructional and
curricular flexibility in the two-year college sector, and (2)
assigning to each two-year college full responsibility for meet-
ing standards of equivalence for all programs submitted as trans
ferable.
4. Course credit for transfers from programs not conforming to
Compact specifications will be evaluated by the receiving in-
stitution according to the applicability of those courses to
the baccalaureate program in the major field of the student.
5. This Compact is consistent with recommendations of the Associa-
tion of American Colleges, American Association of Community/
Junior Colleges, and the American Association of Collegiate
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Registrars and Admissions Officers, represented in the publica-
tion
,
Guidelines for Improving Articulation Between Junior and
Senior Colleges .
APPENDIX I
LETTER FROM ONE UNIVERSITY FACULTY MEMBER TO ANOTHER
IN RESPONSE TO THE REQUEST FOR CRITICAL EVALUATION
OF CURRICULUM DRAFTED BY COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY
The letter which appears on the following page was written by
one of the university faculty members who agreed to participate in the
study. The letter was drafted in response to the request for a criti-
cal evaluation of the curriculum drafted by the economics faculty at
Holyoke Community College. The individual who wrote the letter stated
that he did not want to be presented with specific questions relating
to the curriculum. The faculty member explained this by stating that
he felt he would be too influenced in his evaluation if he were pre-
sented with specific questions.
The researcher visited the faculty member for the purpose of
obtaining the curriculum evaluation. At this time, the faculty member
said that he was "not impressed" with the curriculum and that he was
"pressed for time." The researcher was informed that the faculty mem-
ber had sent some comments with reference to the curriculum on to one
of his university colleagues.
The colleague was visited by the researcher for the purpose of
obtaining the written comments of the first evaluator. The researcher
assumed that the written comments were intended for him. The
colleague
shuffled through a stack of material until he was able to
locate the
written comments. After the letter was handed to the
researcher, the
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faculty member inquired of the researcher whether the evaluator intended
for the researcher to receive the letter. The researcher replied that
he assumed that the written comments were intended to provide requested
feedback on the curriculum.
The researcher assured the faculty member that he would return
the written comments if such a request were made. This assurance was
made in response to the faculty member's hesitance with respect to pro-
viding the researcher with the letter. At that time, the researcher
had no idea of what information was contained in the "evaluation."
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(name of university faculty member
to whom the letter is addressed)
I do not have time to go through all this thoroughly. A hasty
once—through leaves the following impressions.
What we seem to be dealing with is the problem of correcting defi-
ciencies that the community colleges (CC) do not now provide. A parallel
is the way we have gone about income redistribution in this country
—
giv-
en we cannot simply transfer incomes via simple tax-transfer mechanisms,
what are the most effective but inferior ways to do it. Thus, given
Holyoke CC has MX" teaching courses labelled economics, what can we do
for the poor students once they get here? The tough answer is: find out
via interviews and/or tests what they know and (more important) can do.
Then suggest the next higher course (s). This would eventually put pres-
sure on the CC 's to get rid of the "X's".
The weak answer is to try to push and shove, and go through the te-
dium of developing materials such as these. Maybe it'll work to some ex-
tent. Then again, maybe it won't. For the latter view is the fact that
having "X" use materials that he cannot and never will understand, no mat-
ter how good those materials are, won't do very much for the students.
Perhaps influencing my response here is some recent thinking about
what economics courses should be about at the undergraduate level. I have
grave reservations about the economics (sociology, philosophy, etc.) major.
(Note: Jack Dixon in Mechanical Engineering has doubts or worse about
their very practical major!) After all, we all know the best undergradu-
ate major for those who want to go to graduate school is Math. But given
that we're going to teach undergraduate economics, I incline more and more
to the view that the real core things to worry about are simple exchange,
S-D models, plus a good dose of macro, at least enough to understand the
stagflation—which is quite a lot. Given those things, the rest is really
gravy, or can be pretty much what turns faculty—and students—on. Stu-
dents do not learn enough trade theory, or wage theory, and what have you,
in undergraduate courses, to be of help in graduate school. They may be
able to understand relatively simple concepts and problems at the end of
the course. Two specific points here: (1) I'll bet not too many on our
faculty can do all that much better than "X" at providing a good, intui-
tive grasp of the basics (my above definition) ; (2) The few undergraduates
who can go beyond simple things should not be taking the mass courses.
The above may or may not be to the point. I guess it could be sum-
marized as my not being sanguine about the "economic education movement.
In many respects, it seems to resemble just one more interest group of
which I'm getting my fill.
I may convince myself that I'm ripping off the state by drawing a
salary to do something, I do not really believe in. On second thought,
I'm being underpaid to teach ECON 100, but overpaid to teach comparative
systems; hence it may balance out.
(name of sender)
"X" is substituted for the name of the community
college faculty member referred to in the letter.
NOTE:
appendix J
SAMPLE OF HOLYOKE COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY
OBSERVATIONS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS
Observations of Holyoke Community College students enrolled in
Economics 101:
1 .
2 .
3.
4.
5.
6 .
7.
8 .
9.
10 .
11 .
12 .
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
laxidazical in attitude
student is ignorant of subject matter
student is immature
student is scared of college
students lack proper math background
students do not elect economics
students want a practical course in economics
students want to study things of interest to them
students are concerned about finding jobs
students are interested in sex
students are interested in good grades
students want three creuits
students want to learn how to make money
students want to be successful
students want to achieve status
students want to be able to apply what they learn to the real
world
students want to study current economic and social problems
19. students think everything is black or white
20. H.C.C. students are too conservative
21. students believe all economic problems result from corrupt gov-
ernment
22. students are more influenced by economic myth than by
economic
reality
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23. students think that the government should provide better ser-
vices, but claim that taxes are too high
24. students are not lazy, they are bored
25. students hate economic theory
26. students complain about having to learn definitions
27. students do not understand what the worth and limitations of
economic theory is
28. our students work too many hours to do much studying
29. students do not trust statistics
30. most H.C.C. students are interested in taxes because they pay
taxes
31. students really get heated up about taxes
32. students would like to learn about the stock market
33. students think gold is important
34. students believe their tax money is wasted
35. students keep asking "what will happen to the economy when the
war is over?"
appendix K
RESPONSES FROM HOLYOKE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FACULTY MEMBERS IN ECONOMICS TO THE QUESTION:
WHAT ARE THE MAJOR POINTS YOU WOULD LIKE YOUR
STUDENTS TO CARRY AWAY FROM THE COURSE?
1. How to use economic resources most efficiently
—
a. Full Employment
b. Price Stability
c. Is It Achievable
2. In general, how does a mixed capitalistic economy work?
3. Teaching students, what factors to take into consideration in in-
terpreting measures of economy’s performance (and government's
policies) .
4. Enable students to make simple forecasts of how economic activity
will be affected by changes in certain factors.
5. What's the difference between capitalism, socialism and communism?
6. The concept of opportunity cost.
7. What is monetary and fiscal policy? How does it work?
8. Ability to evaluate political decisions as they relate to output,
employment, and income.
9. Ability to see interrelationships between factors
—
10. To understand the worth and/or limitations of economic theory.
11. To be able to recognize and question assumptions.
12. To be able to apply the concept of economic choice to public and
private decision-making.
13. To be able to distinguish between political and economic decision-
making.
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14. To be able to describe how individuals are affected by the economy.
15. To be able to describe the role of each individual within the economy.
16. To have knowledge of the market forces and public policies that bear
on the economy.
17. To gain a mastery of tools necessary in order to judge the perfor-
mance of the economy.
18. To be able to describe why the average citizen should have a good
understanding of the manner in which the economy operates.
APPENDIX L
THE LIST OF GENERAL COURSE GOALS COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FACULTY WANTED TO HAVE INCLUDED IN THE COURSE CURRICULUM
1. The student should have an understanding of the concept of oppor-
tunity cost.
2. The student should be able to apply the concept of economic choice
to public and private decision-making.
3. The student will be able to describe the manner in which a "mixed-
capitalistic" economy operates.
4. In order to be able to understand the manner in which a "mixed-
capitalistic" economy operates, the student must be able to master
the tools of supply and demand.
5. The student should be able to describe his economic role within
the economy.
6. The student should be able to recognize and question assumptions
about economic behavior.
7. The student will understand the virtues and shortcomings of economic
theory.
8. The student will have a basic understanding of the most popular mea-
sures employed to judge economic performance.
9. The student should have an understanding of what fiscal policy is
and how it works.
10. The student should have a good general understanding of what fiscal
and monetary policy is and be able to describe how it operates.
11. The student will become a more informed citizen in the area of
econ-
omics .
12. The student should attain the ability to evaluate
political decisions
as they relate to output, employment and income.
13. The student should be able to distinguish between
political and
economic decision-making.
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The preceding general course goals or objectives were opera-
tionalized into a total of 377 behavioral objectives from which 145
were selected by at least four faculty members for inclusion in the
course curriculum. The entire set of behavioral objectives will be
supplied upon request.


